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United States Department of the Interior 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
CASPER DISTRICT OFFICE 
1701 East E Street 


Casper, Wyoming 82601 





Dear Reader: 


The enclosed Decision Record/Finding of No Significant Impact approves a 
Predatory Animal Damage Control Plan for the Casper District of the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM). The decision is based on the review comments from eight 
individuals and organizations on the Environmental Assessment (EA) released in 
February 1994. As a result of those comments the EA has been rewritten and a 
copy of the revised EA is attached. 


The EA was prepared by BLM in cooperation with the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture's Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service-Animal Damage Control 
Division (APHIS-ADC) and applies only to BLM-administered public land in the 
Casper District. Four alternatives to the APHIS-ADC proposed action of animal 
damage control in six counties including M-44s were analyzed. Alternative one 
- ADC in ten counties, including M-44s. Alternative two - ADC on public lands 
in all ten counties with no authorization to use M-44s, and no steel traps or 
snares in Goshen, Niobrara, or Platte counties to protect the swift fox which 
is a federal category two candidate species. This is the selected 
alternative. Number three or the no action alternative, would not allow ADC 
activities to take place on the public lands in the Casper District. 
Alternative four would continue the current emergency control procedures. The 
approved ADC plan conforms to the District's land use plans and requires no 
amendments. 


The BLM and APHIS-ADC wish to thank the public who participated in the review 
of the EA. Your involvement has greatly enhanced our ability to complete a 
thorough analysis of the APHIS-ADC proposal and to make an informed decision. 


For further information or additional copies of the Decision Record/Finding of 
No Significant Impact and revised EA, please contact Glen Nebeker of my staff 
at (307)261-7600. 


Sincerely, 


ocd lbs 


Donald Hinrichsen 
Casper District Manager 
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DECISION RECORD 
and 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 


for 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WY-062-4-027 


the BLM is whether to approve this plan, approve a modified plan, or to 


DECISION 


ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE EA 
The EA considered the Proposed Action and three alternatives in detail. The Proposed Action as submitted 


contro! individual! offending animals and to suppress local offending populations at critical times. Mitigation 
is included to protect nontarget species and human health and safety. The use of M-44s on public lands 
is contained in the APHIS-ADC Proposed Action and Alternative 1. The Proposed Action applies only to 


1 


those counties that currently are under cooperative agreements with APHIS in the Casper District. BLM 
administered lands represent 4.7 percent of the surface acres in those counties. 


Under Alternative 1, the ADC Plan would be modified and APHIS would be authorized to conduct nonlethal 
and lethal control activities on public lands in all counties in the Casper District. The public lands affected 
make up 11 percent of the surface acres in the district. In analyzing the impacts of Alternative 1, certain 
anticipated actions must be considered. APHIS-ADC receives an important share of its funding (40 percent) 
from the County Predatory Animal Boards (PABs). For the PABs, however, contracting with APHIS-ADC is 
optional. if APHIS-ADC is restricted in its operations on public lands, the PABs: may elect to withdraw this 
funding and redirect it towards alternative strategies. Under Alternative 1, it is likely that one or more PABs 
would withdraw APHIS-ADC funding. Among the alternative strategies to which this funding would be 
directed are contracting with private individuals for control, establishing a bounty, and/or holding contests 
or other organized “shoots.” With the exception of restrictions on aerial hunting, none of the mitigation 
described in the Proposed Action couid be applied to private individuals. 


Alternative 2, the selected alternative is the same as Altemnutive 1 with "No Use of M-44 Devices.” Because 
of the high degree of controversy within the general public as to the use, effectiveness, and safety of the 
M-44 device, this alternative eliminates this control method from use by APHIS-ADC on public lands in the 
Casper District. No steel leg-hoid traps or snares would be authorized in Goshen, Niobrara and Platte to 
prevent any possible take of the Swift Fox, a Federal Category 2 Candidate Species, from ADC activities on 
the public lands in those counties.Under the No Action Altemative the Anima/i Damage Control Act of 1931, 
as amenoed could not be implemented on BLM managed land. It is, nevertheless, within the discretion of 
BLM to restrict or deny use of individual methods or techniques, either seasonal'y or by locale where 


justification warrants. 


Altemative 3 is the “No Action” Alternative. Under this alternative, no ADC operations would be authorized 
on BLM administered public lands in the Casper District. 


Alternative 4 is the continuation of the BLM Emergency Control Process. 


RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 


it was demonstrated in the EA that predation on domestic livestock is an economic problem for 
stockgrowers using public lands, and that an integrated program of predator control using a range of lethal 
and nonlethal tools is effective in reducing this loss. The ADC Plan proposed in Alternative 2 is such an 
integrated program and best meets the dual objective of 1) allowing APHIS-ADC to carry out its livestock 
protection duties mandated by the Animal Damage Control Act of 1931, and 2) relieving concern and 
apprehension among segments of the public that the use of M-44s is unnecessary and unsafe. 


A statewide high level of concem and opposition was expressed by the public to the use of sodium cyanide 
and the M-44 device Four reasons were expressed repeatediy: 1) sodium cyanide is comparable to 1086 
and therefore will have secondary poisoning effects; 2) the M-44 will attract and kill personal hunting dogs 
or pets when they are out being exercised or hunting; 3) sodium cyanide is an inhumane method of taking 
predators; and 4) the M-44 could cause the death of a human. 


Altemative 2 also makes AHPISs ADC program available to all counties in the Casper District if they should 
so decide to participate in the program. Because the Swift Fox is susceptible to being caught in steel leg- 
hold traps and snares, public lands in Goshen, Niobrara and Platte will not be available for the use of those 
traps . The three counties mentioned are those that have been identified as having or possible residence 
of the Swift Fox. Mitigation included in the Plan would minimize or prevent impacts to nontarget species. 


The stipulations on controi activities in the Plan are not likely to cause significant long-term impacts to 
populations of target species, which are demonstrated in the EA to be stable to increasing. 


APHIS-ADC would be allowed to implement control activities in Johnson, Campbell, Natrona, and Converse 


FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 


Based on the attached EA and the assessment of impacts, | find that Aiternative 2 would not have a 
significamt impact on the human environment, and therefore conclude that the preparation of an 
Environmental impact Statement is not necessary. Critical elements of the human environment, including 
air quality, Areas of Critical Environmental Concem, cultural resources, Native American religious concems, 
prime and unique farmiands, floodplains, hazardous wastes, water quality, threatened or endangered 
species, wetlands and riparian zones, wild and scenic rivers, and wilderness will not be impacted as a result 
of this decision's implementation. " 


APPEALS 


This represents the final decision of the Casper, District Manager. Appeals of this decision are governed 
by the regulations of 43 CFR 4.400 et seq. Persons adversely affected by this decision may appeal to the 
interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA). if you wish to do so, you must file your Notice of Appeal in writing 





Standards for Obtaining a Stay 


Except as otherwise provided by law or other pertinent regulation, a petition for a stay of a decision pending 
appeal shall show sufficient justification based on the following standards: 


(1) The relative harm to the parties if the stay is granted or denied, 

(2) The likelihood of the appellant's success on the merits, 

(3) The likelihood of immediate and irreparable harm if the stay is not granted, and 
(4) Whether the public interest favors granting the stay. 
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Animal Damage Control Pian 


The approved ADC pian specifies where, when, and under what restrictions animal damage control 
operations would be carried out as mutually agreed by the agencies. it applies to BLM administered public 
lands in the ten counties within the Casper District. This ADC plan would be reviewed annually and a letter 
of authorization with amendments, if needed, would be prepared by the Casper BLM District Manager. That 
letter, together with this plan, would be a yearly plan of operation. This plan shall remain in effect until a 
new plan is adopted. Examples of amendments which could occur include changes in category of control, 
methods of control, or target animals. interested parties would be invited to inspect the annual pian. if 
changes are made the EA will be reviewed to determine if a supplemental assessment should be prepared. 


APHIS’ ADC program in the Casper District compiles data received from individuals who request ADC 
assistance using the following forms: Project Report (ADC Form 14), Damage Control Request (USDI Form 
10/71), Weekly Field Activity Report (ADC Form 15), and Monthly Field Activity Report (ADC Form 16). This 
specific information provides documentation on verified losses, reported losses, techniques used, and wildlife 


The coyote is the principal target species, and contro! operations would generally concentrate on this 
animal. The overall intent is tc reduce animal depredations as quickly as possible by directing ADC activities 
toward individual coyotes or local populations where historical or ongoing losses have been verified, 


requested, or are likely to occur (based on local populations and abundance of natural prey species}. Local 
populations may include several animals within their established home range and may extend for several 
miles. 


ADC activities would take into consideration those actions listed below. The district base map 1 and control 
categories were developed and based on the following criteria: 


1. The effect of the proposed control program including potential conflicts on other authorized 
uses and resources on the land in question. 


2. The need for, and objectives of, control measures based on agriculture production, 
protection of livestock, wildlife, and other resources, and watershed management. 


3. identification of target species, possible affected species, planned methods of control, and 
applicable restrictions. 


4. Conformance t> existing regulations, land management plans, established policies, planned 
uses of recreational areas, areas of human habitation, and other land management 


practices. 


5. Authorization of research necessary to develop a data base for the registration or 
implementation wf new control or preventative methods. 


6. The need for ADC programs which can address public health and safety concems, 
including disease outbreaks within the district. 


7. The need for control measures to protect endangered species or to safeguard wildlife 
species affected by predation. 
Lf 


Description of ADC Techniques 
Nonlethal Control 


ADC encourages and implements a cooperative integrated predator management approach whenever 
physically and economically possible. Frequently, some form of nonlethal predator contro! is used by the 
livestock producer before implementing lethal control, and may include one or more of the following 
noniethal methods. 


Livestock-garding animais are used by livestock operators, are frequently recommended by ADC, 
and may include guard dogs, llamas, or donkeys. 


Sheepherders (shepherds) are used by livestock producers to protect their live-stock. 


Fencing is used where appropriate and is recommended often. it may consist of conventional or 
electrical fence. 


Strobe lights and sirens are battery powered portable units which are available through the ADC 
program and frequently reduce predation in specific short-term situations. 


Zon guns (propane cannons) are also effectively used on a temporary basis in reducing predation 
and are available through the ADC program. 


Lethal Control 


Lethal control is used when noniethal control implemented by livestock operators has failed to prevent losses 
or when the potential risk of loss is high. Direct lethal control is aimed at individual animals responsible for 
the loss and may also be used on populations of a species within a certain distance of the loss. APHIS 
takes strict measures to ensure public safety, and protection of threatened or endangered wildlife, as well 
as protection of domestic livestock. The following are lethal control methods. 


Aerial Shooting. Aerial shooting is widely used as a predator contro! method and is ideally suited 
in areas where vegetation and terrain do not preclude its use. The technique is not always seiective 
for specific problem individuals but is species-specific and local population-specific since visual 
identification is a prerequisite for shooting. Fixed-wing aircraft are useful mainly over fiat or gently 
rolling terrain. Because of their maneuverability, helicopters have greater utility over brushy ground, 
timbered areas, or rough terrain where animals are most difficuR to spot. Good visibility is required 
for effective and safe operations, necessitating relatively clear and stable weather conditions. High 
temperatures, which reduce air density and safety of low-level flight, ninder aerial shooting. in most 
areas aerial shooting is most effective in winter with snow cover because the summer vegetation 
re-duces visibility of the coyote. This method is usually very costly per coyote “con-trolied.” 


The use of rotor-wing and fixed-wing aircraft would be authorized in all planned control areas. Aerial 
shooting by APHIS-ADC is closely supervised by APHIS to ensure that all applicabie policies, 
regulations, and laws are followed. ADC would inform the BLM when and where aerial hunting 
would be undertaken. APHIS-ADC personne! in “hot pursuit” of a target animal by aircraft may 
pursue it into a “no planned contro!” or limited contro! area unless an obvious conflict woukd occur, 
such a8 approaching a dwelling or flying over a wintering ek or mule deer herd. 


Ground Shooting. Some predators are shot from the ground, with or without the aid of predator 
Calis. Ground shooting can be selective for the target species, but being sure that the animal being 
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called is the offending animal is often next to impossible. Ground shooting can be directed at 
specific problem animals or used where other tools are nci applicable because of hazards or 
weather conditions. Additionally, a hand-held call that mimics an injured rabbit, other prey species, 
or coyote pups, may be used to lure predators withiri gun range. Sirens on trucks are also used 


Trapping. The offset steel leg-hold trap is the most versatile and widely used tool for predator 
damage control. Traps are considered to be a non-lethal mechanical capture device, since 
disposition of the trapped animal is left to the discretion of the individual using them. in most cases, 
however, the trapped anima! is killod. Scent sets are those which rely on a small amount of 
olfactory attractants placed nearby to entice th: animal into the trap. Scent formulas vary but their 
objective is to attract target animals. The selectivity of steel leg-hoid trans for targeting specific 
predator species is a function of effectiva and proper trapping techniques. 


The use of all traps and trapping devices by APHIS-ADC employees shail be in compliance with 
federal, state, asd local laws, rules, and regulations, and would be authorized in all planned control 
areas. Traps are not allowed to be set less than 30 feet from an animal carcass. 


No steel leg-hold traps are authorized on the public lands in Goshen, Niobrara and Platte Counties. 


Live Trapping. This technique is used primwzily in controlling rabid skunks during isolated 
outbreaks of rabies. it is considered a technique used to supplement the use of leg-hoid traps. 
This method incorporates the use of live traps to live capture target species where livestock and 
wildiife depredation occurs and is very selective in application. This method is often used in 
residential areas where other methods would be inappropriate and cause a risk to human safety. 


Snares. No snares are authorized on the public lands in Goshen, Niobrara or Platte counties to 
protect the Swii. Fox, a Federal Category 2 Candidate Species. 


Two types of snares are used: the neck snare and the leg snare. The neck snare is composed of 
a flexible wire cable that is placed through holes in fences and other small openings such as dens. 
They are used primarily in areas of extensive woven or net wire fencing. The snare is fashioned into 
a loop that is placed to encircie the animal's neck as it passes through or under the fence. The end 
of the snare cable is anchored to a solid object. A sisnple locking device which allows only 


tightening of the loop, causes strangulation of the snared animal. 


Leg snares are constructed of flexible wire cable with a locking device which holds the loop closed 
on the animal's leg. The cable size is commensurate with the size of the target animal. Leg snares 
are used primarily in “cubby” sets or cover “biind” sets with an attractant bait placed a short distance 
from the snare. 


The use of snares by ADC employees shall be in compliance with federal, state, and local laws, 
rules, and regulations, and would be authorized in all planned control areas. 


Denning. iri the spring of the year the female gives birth to young generally in an earthen burrow 
in the ground. Denning is the location and removal of the young from their den by excavating the 
den by hand, injecting smoke into the den to drive the animais out, or occasionally having a smail 
dog retrieve them. The young are then destroyed, usually with a small caliber firearm. Denning is 
highly selective for the target species. it is also effective in reducing or eliminating predation in 
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specific areas because the need to provide food for young is removed. 


Where authorized by BLM, use of chemical toxicants for animal damage control would conform to all federal, 
State, and local reguiations. Oniy zinc phosphide would be used on public land. 


M-44's. No M-44's will be authorized on the public lands in the Casper district. 


Other Techniques 


Other contro! techniques which are described as humane control methods but, to our knowledge, have not 
advanced to the stage where they could be labeled as practical field tools are available. For example, there 
is research ongoing in immunocontraception (reproduction control) and sterility tests. Taste aversion 
methods have been used widely in Canada but have not been used in the United States to any extent. 
These techniques are presently unavailable for use. 


Predator damage contro! work is planned and authorized on an allotment or area basis. Following 
compilation of annual data, the proposed operations would be discussed and decisions would be made at 
the annual (more often, if needed) meeting between APHIS-ADC and BLM for needs and priorities for 
control. The methods used, contro! periods, and restrictions relate to specific areas which would be 
discussed and authorized each year. 









Prevertative predator damage contro! may be authorized when APHIS-ADC has made an evaluation and 
determined that livestock losses have occurred based on historic in-formation. Control operations may be 
initiated before predator losses occur and before introducing livestock to a specific area with annual or 
documented predator losses. This would be done through annual preventative damage contro! requests 
made by permittees, when livestock are introduced into new areas, or if predators inhabit BLM-administered 
public lands that border private lands where predation is historical, ongoing, or may occur. To effectively 
address the large home range and resulting coyote prey activities, APHIS-ADC control activities may ibe 
extended from the allotment boundaries experiencing livestock damage or allotments where preventative 
control has been requested and predation is likely to occur, onto a neighboring allotment or area of BLM 
land that is adjacent to private lands or BLM lands that are experiencing damage or damage is likely to 
occur. Preventative contro! may be undertaken in areas of historic coyote predation because such predation 
tends to reoccur in many areas. Permittees must request contro! efforts through APHIS-ADC personne! each 
calendar year. Such requests (ongoing damage control or preventative control) would be documented by 
APHIS-ADC personne! on APHIS Form 14 (Project Report). APHIS-ADC personne! would contact any 
affected adjacemt permittee regarding these plans. 


The control areas shown on map 1 were identified in 1993 and coukd be changed during the annual 
planning. This map should be used to determine the general locations of the restrictec! control areas. The 
exact locations should be determined while consulting with the particular BLM resource area office. The 
control area boundaries do not preclude the taking of a target animal who has been .oliowed under hot 
pursuit from a control area into a restricted or no control area by APHIS-ADC personne! where no obvious 
conflicts occur. 


Authorized Contro! Areas 


Planned control areas refer to the BLM-administered public lands where the full range of control methods 
may be employed season long, provided APHIS-ADC has on file a current request for control or where there 


is a verified historical record of recurring coyote predation in a particular area. A current request is one 
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made within 30 days prior to the undertaking of control activities. This requirement would help assure that 
ADC activities are aimed at offending local populations, rather than the species as a whole. When coyctes 
are moving into planned contro/ areas from adjacent “no plarined controi” areas, predator coritrol in the “no 
planned contro!” areas may be ap-proved on a case-by-case basis by the authorized officer. This situation 
is usually a problem only with pastured sheep rather than range-herded sheep that move reguiarty. 


Modification of Control Areas. The BLM authorized officer may, at any time, deny any ADC 
activities on the public lands because of multipie-use conflicts or public safety reasons. The 
authorized officer may «..so modify areas where control is permitted as to the degree and type of 
control. These changes would be made after consultation with the State Director of APHIS-ADC. 





in limited control areas, predator contro! activities would be subject to certain restrictions or to certain 
seasons. Effort would be made to avoid repetitive disturbance of wintering big game herds when they are 
encountered. Caution would be exercised near areas where winturing bald eagles are roosting or feeding 
on carrion. To avoid disturbing wintering big game and bald eagies, APHIS is required to coordinate wix. 
the BLM and Wyoming Game and Fish Department prior to aerial gunning. Control of black bear or 
mountain lion (trophy game animcis) would be done only at the request and approval of the \Vyoming Game 
and Fish Department. 


No steel leg-hold traps or snares are authorized in Goshen, Niobrara and Platte counties to protect the Swift 
Fox, a Federal Category 2 Candidate Species. 
© 

















by the district manager or the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. 


APHIS-ADC would assure that aerial gunning, as a control method, would not adversely affect or harass big 
game animals on their winter or crucial winter ranges. 


Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs). There are no designated wildemess areas in the 
Casper District. The three WSAs, Gardner Mountain and North Fork of the Powder River ini Johnson County, 
and Fortification Creek in Jchneon and Campbell counties, have been recommended as unsuitable for 
wilderness designation. Management actions occurring on WSAs are directed by specific policies outlined 
in BLM Manual H-8550-1, “interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Land: Under Wilderness Review.” 
The manual accommodates ADC activities by the following policy statement: 


Animal damage contro! activities directed at individual offending animals may be permitted, as jong 
as this will not jeopardize ihe continued presence of any species in the area. Shooting of animais 
from aircraft may be allowed, only where specifically authorized by provisions of state law and upon 
the approval of the BLM authorizing officer. 


Since most ADC techniques require the use of motorized vehicles (such as ground shooting and trapping), 
impacts to WSAs are minimized by the following policy statement, also found in BLM Manual H-8550-1: 


Recreational use of mechanical transpon, including all motorized devices, as well as trail and 
mountain bikes, may only be allowed on existing ways and trails and within oper’ areas that were 
designated prior to the passage of FLPMA (October 21, 197€) [Federal Land Policy and 
Managemem Act of 1976]. if impacts of ORVs threaten to impair the area's suitability, the BLM may 
limit or close the affected lands to th: types of ORVs causing the problems. 
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Blach-footed Ferret Reintroduction Area 


No prairie dog control would be allowed in any biack-footed ferret reintroduction area. 
Two specific measures would be used to avoid capture or injury to ferrots from traps or snares: 


Ail snares would be equipped with stop devices two inches in diameter to preclude the capture of 
black-footed ferrets. 


All traps would be equipped with pan tension devices to preclude the capture of ferrets. 
Roden Control 


Rodent control would be conducied only at the request and approval of the BLM authorized officer. The 
umbrella memorandum of understanding between BLM and APHIS-ADC, pius BLIM’s ADC manual, outlines 
each agency's resnonsibilities for rodent control. 


The following guidelines apply to rodent cont’ >i. 
There must be documented resource damage or human health or safety concern. 


A black-footed ferret survey, if necessary, must be done in accordance with U.S. Fish and Wildiife 
Service (FWS) guidelinss. 


BLM would conduct the survey on BLV-administered public lands; APHIS-ADC or the private 
landowner would be responsible for acceptable surveys on private lands. 


A biological assessment must be prepared by BLM with concurrence of the FWS. 
A site-specific environmental assessment must be prepared by the BLM. 
Control work, if approved, must be supervised by APHIS-ADC. 


Funding will be provided by the BLM if BLM requests contro! to meet multiple use objectives 
identified in a land use pian. 


Funding will be provided by the affected parties in coordination with APHIS-ADC if the only reason 
for control is in order to be effective on private or state lands. 


All contact with private landowners must be done by APHIS-ADC. Any agreements are between 
APHIS-ADC and the privaie landowner and pertain only to private land. 


Emergency Control 


In an emergency situation such as an outbreak of bubonic plague in a prairie dog town or a local rabies 
epidemic = a carnivore population in areas of “no planned contro!” or restricted control, APHIS may request 
an exception but must request and receive approval from the authorized officer prior to beginning control 
opersiions. in an emergency situation involving immediate threats to public health or safety, APHIS may 
respond without prior app: oval, but must notify the authorized officer the same day contro! is initiated and 
when i is completed. Documentation of emergency response activities would be completed in the same 
manner as normal contro! activities. Once the emergency situation is over, *he area shail revert to its prior 
contro! ctatus. 
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CASPER DISTRICT 7 
LIMITED CONTROL AREAS 
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Emergency animal damage control in WSAs, ACECs, and public safety zones must be authorized in advance 
by the BLM authorized officer on a case-by-case basis. in areas other than WSAs, ACECs, and established 


safety zones, the following procedures would be used for emergency actions. 
Requesting Control. Livestock operators would request control from the ADC program. 


Problem Evaluation. APHIS-ADC officials evaluate the losses or requests and determine if emergency 
control measures are warranted. 






Submissions to BLM Authorized Officer. The APHIS-ADC District Supervisor would contact the 5LM 
authorized officer. The proposed ADC work must be described with the following information: 


Permittee needing assistance, reason for work (losses or preventative request), specific location, 
duration of the operation, and type of equipment or methods to be employed. The BLM authorized 
Officer would coordinate the control request. 


Authorization. Upon evaluation of the ADC request, the BLM authorized officer would notify the APHIS- 


ADC, APHIS-ADC District Supervisor, if authorization for control is granted and which, if any, restrictions are 
in effect. Control operations may be initiated upon this notification. 
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CHAPTER |. PURPOSE OF, AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 


The overall goal of the Animal and Plant Health inspection Service-Animal Damage Control (APHIS-ADC) 
program is to minimize predatory animal impacts on livestock and the livestock industry while complying 
with strict measures to ensure public safety as well as protection of domestic animals, non-target species, 
and threatened and endangered species. The APHIS-ADC proposed Predatory Animal Damage Contro! Pian 
specifies where, when, and under what restrictions predator control operations would be carried out. The 
proposed Predatory Animal Damage Control Pian includes consideration for the protection of wildlife 
resources, range resources, agriculture, and human health and safety. Where possible, this is done through 
an integrated approach using both lethal and non-lethal contro! techniques. 


The Casper District covers much of northeastern Wyoming, including Sheridan, Johnson, and Campbell 
countiss in the Buffalo Resource Area; Crook, Weston, and Niobrara counties in the Newcastle Resource 
Area; and, Natrona, Converse, Platte, and Goshen counties in the Platte River Resource Area. The Casper 
District covers approximately 21,000,000 acres, of which approximately 2,290,000 surface acres are 
administered by the BLM. This represents 10.9 percent of the total surface area within the above 10 counties. 


The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has the responsibility for the management of lands under its 
jurisdiction, including a determination as to whether predator contro! practices are compatible with other 
multipie-use objectives. The BLM is responsible for evaluating the proposed Predatory Animal Damage 
Control Plan submitted by APHIS-ADC. it is BLM policy (BLM Manual 6830), through this evaluation, to 
eneure that predator control is carried out in a systematic manner which responds to resource protection, 
human health, and livestock protection needs while protecting public safety, domestic animals, and 
nomtarget wiildiife; and to ensure that predator control on the public lands is conducted in a manner 
consistert with current laws, policies and interagency procedures. The BLM evaluation is accomplished 
through the environmental analysis process and includes evaluating the need for predator control (i.e., 
livestock loss and economic impact to the livestock producers), the potential for conflicts with human safety 
and other resource uses resulting in the identification of areas within the Casper District where control 
should or should not occur (e.g., human safety zones, endangered and threatened species, special 
management areas, etc.), the control methods that should or should not be allowed in consideration of 
consequences of implementing the Predatory Animal Damage Control Pian. 


Wild animals are a valuable resource and an important part of the environment within the Casper District in 
Northeast Wyoming. They contribute to our enjoyment of outdoor recreational activitizs such as camping, 
hiking, photography, and hunting. The knowledge that abundant wildlife exists is important for many people. 
in some instances, however, this abundance has led to conflicts between human and wiidiife interests. The 
coyote, for example, symbolizes the wid west for many people. However, coyotes can inflict heavy 
economic damage to producers of domestic sheep and, at times, to producers of cattle. 


The USDA, Wyoming Agricultural Statistics Service shows Wyoming to be the third largest producer of sheep 
in the nation and reports an average of 407,000 sheep and 675,000 cattle on Northeast Wyor ng farms and 
ranches in 1993. 


Predatory animal control on public lands within the Casper District has continued since the establishment 
of the Taylor Grazing Act (1934) and the BLM (1946). As a result of domestic livestock losses due to coyote 
and fox predation, livestock permittees annually request predator contro! on public lands, including, most 
recently, the use of the M-44 devices. / 








PRESENT PREDATOR CONTROL ACTIVITIES ON PUBLIC LANDS 
in March of 1993, the Humane Society of the United States appealed to the interior Board of and Appeals 
alleging the BLM was allowing APHIS-ADC tc conduct animal damage control on public lands without first 


activities on public lands until the interior Board of Land Appeals issued a decision on the merits of their 
appeal. 


in April 1993 the BLM Director direcied the BLM not to approve APHIS-ADC plans unless current 


The Animal Damage Control Act of March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; U.S.C. 426-426b), as amended, mandates 
the management of wild vertebrates causing damage. APHIS-ADU, through the Secretary of Agriculture, 
has been given authority by the Congress of the United States to carry out animal damage control activities. 
The BLM and APHIS-ADC, in a national }OU for Animal Damage Control (September 1987) and in a 











mutually exclusive, as each party can enter into additional agreements to fulfill their responsibilities. Within 
the Casper District, APHIS-ADC has contracts with Crook, Goshen, Niobrara, Platte, Sheridan, and Weston 


Pursuant to the authority vested in the Department of Agriculture by virtue of the Wyoming Predatory Animal 
Cor.sol Law, the Wyoming Predatory Animal Control Regulations implement procedures for the issuance, 
denial and revocation of permits for aerial hunting; implement provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Act by 
Public Laws 92-159 and 92-502; establish effective time periods for permits; establish a method for permit 
applications to secure approvals from local predator control districts; identify permit areas; and provide 
exemptions as provided for in the Federal Airborne Hunting Act. 


Purpose and Need 


APHIS-ADC has requested authorization to use, in addition to the conventional methods of predator control 
(.e., trapping, calling and shooting, denning, and aerial gunning), the toxicant sodium cyanide with the M-44 
application device as an additional method to control coyote predation on domestic livestock. it is being 
requested by APHIS-ADC as an adciitional tool to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of control. The 
M-44 will not be authorized by BLM for use on public lands within the Casper District in this decision. The 
APHIS-ADC request follows the diraction provided for in the national Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between BLM and APHIS for Animal Damage Control (September 1987), the Supplemental Memorandum 
of Understanding between BLM and APHIS for Animal Damage Control in the State of Wyoming (June 1989), 
each of which establishes operational principles for predator control on BLM-administered lands, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency's M-44 Cyanide Capsules Use Restrictions. 


The APHIS-ADC animal damage control program policy is to provide assistance in resolving conflicts 





mechanical control, habitat manipulation, chemical, and cultural methods which take into consideration the 
impact on other wildiife and such factors as economic, social, environmental, political, and administrative 
considerations. 


The objective of the proposed action (APHIS' proposed ADC plan) is to allow APHIS-ADC to conduct a 
mammalian damage control program on those BLIM-administered public lands in those counties which they 
have cooperative agreements with the respective county predator animal boards (PABs). This pian outlines 
where, when, and in what manner APHIS proposes to carry out ADC activities on public lands within the 
Casper District. 


The ADC plan has been prepared using the final ADC programmatic biological opinion dated July 28, 1992 
the BLM's Manual 6830 (‘Animal Damage Contro! Outline") dated August 4, 1988, the interim Management 
Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wildemess Review - Update Document H-8550-1 dated November 
10, 1987, tiered from the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the BLM and APHIS-ADC in 
Wyoming dated May 12, 1989, which is tiered from the National MOU between the BLM and APHIS-ADC 
Gated September 16, 1987, and the APHIS-ADC Animal Damage Control Policy Manual dated October 6, 





1969. 


The purpose of this environmental assessment is to determine the impacts of implementing the animal 
Gamage control program administered by APHIS-ADC on lands administered by the BLM in the Casper 
District. In response to the impacts identified during the analysis the BLM may develop alternatives which 
will restrict the timing, location, or type of control allowed by APHIS-ADC. 


The animal damage contro! plan submitted by APHIS-ADC pertains only to those public lands administered 
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by the BLM. This represents 2 percent of the surface when compared with the tctal surface area within the 
district, and 4.7 percent when compared to the total surface of only those counties with agreements. APHIS- 
ALC had an agreement with the Natrona County PAB until February 1994 at which time the board cancelled 
their agreement. in addition, several alternatives assess the need on ADC in the other 4 counties in the 
district (Campbell, Converse, Johnson and Natrona). This would be in response to the potential agreements 
with the PABs or individual operators. 


in addition to livestock permittees, other agencies (local, state, and federal) utilize ADC to protect wiidiife, 
including those that are threatened and endangered and human populations. Examples within the Casper 
District include the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) protection of the biack-footed ferret at 
reintroduction sites, and protection of mule Geer and pronghorn antelope from depredation in many areas 
of the state. The Center for Disease Control reeponds to animai-bome diseases outbreaks especially rabies 
in skunks, and plague outbreaks, and the Federal Aviation Administration for bird control near airports. 


The estimated predator loss data for Wyoming statewide studies show that there has been a dramatic 
increase in Wyoming in the number of livestock predator losses over the last few years. Losses were higher 
in 1992 than at any time ‘n recent yeers, with a 52.5 percent increase between 1991 and 1992, and over a 
300 percent increase between 1989 and 1992. Discussions with the livestock industry suggest that predator 
numbers are at an unprecedented high level and losses in 1993 will likely exceed the 1992 levels. 


Reesserch has shown that annual sheep losses of 2 to 6 percent are normal with predator control in place. 





According to state statute, all wildilfe is the responsibility of the State of Wyoming. it is the purpose and 
policy of the State to provide an adequate and flexible system for control, propagation, management, 
protection, and regulation of all resident Wyoming wildilfe. it is the responsibility of the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Commission (WGFC) to carry out this management for all species except predators. The State 
Department of Agriculture regulates predator management. The BLM has no authority to reguiate the 
number of animals managed for, or in the case of predators, the number killed as part of predator control 
Dist ao CCC 
(FLPMA; or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are implicated. 


Formal consultation with the public began when a press release was issued on November 19, 1993. This 
release announced the preperation of the EA and public scoping meetings in Casper on November 30, 1993, 
Buffalo on December 1, 1993, and Newcastle on December 2, 1993. A total of 45 people attended these 
meetings. The main point of interest or diecussion in ail three meetings revolved around the definite need 
for predator contro! and the role APHIS serves as opposed to private and commercial control on federal 
lands. One person in Casper discussed his concerns against the use of M-44s, and one letter expressing 
concerns against the current animal damage contro! program has been received. 


Conformance With Land Use Plans 


Planning decisions affecting ADC activities in the Casper District are containe. in the Platte River Resource 
Area Resource Management Plan (RMP), the Buffalo Resource Area RMP, and the Newcastle Resource Area 
Managemen Framework Plan (MFP). The proposed ADC pian is in conformance with, and does not deviate 
from, the intent of each of these planning documents. 


4 Al 








CHAPTER Il. ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE APHIS-ADC PROPOSED 
ACTION 


This environmental assessment documents the environmental impact of the APHIS-ADC ongoing program 
of animal damage control. The environmental assessment also analyzes alternatives, inchuding the no action 
akemative, for the protection of domestic livestock within the BLM Casper District. Development of the 
Proposed Action and AlRtematives was based on the issues and concems identified in the comments 
received from the public, organizations, livestock industry, and courty, state and federal agencies. The 
decision to be made, based on the analysis documented in this environmental assessmert, will be where, 
when and whai types of predator control actions by APHIS-ADC can be allowed on public lands within the 
BLM Casper District without adversely affecting other uses of these public lands. The proposed Predatory 
Animal Damage Control Pian, along with associated maps would cover a five-year period from the date of 
approval. 


The proposed action was developed by the APHIS-ADC in consultation with the BLM Casper District. it 
would comply with the Animal Damage Control Act of March 2, 1931, as amended, in that it provides *...the 
best methods or eradication, suppression, or bringing under control on...public domain...coyotes, bobcats, 
and other animais injurious to agriculture,...animal husbandry, wild game animais, fur-bearing animals and 
birds, and for the protection of stock and other domestic animais through the suppression of...predatory or 
other wild animais...." Under the Proposed Action, APHIS-ADC would provide a predator control program 
within which both agencies could legally operate under the law and conform with interagency agreement. 


The alternatives, except No Action, include a combination of methods and strategies for implementing a 
predator control program. The alternatives, as does the proposed action, would implement a systematic 
predator control program on public lands which responds to resource protection, human health, and 
livestock protection needs while emphosizing public safety, the protection of domestic animals, and 
nontarget wildlife by using all the non-lett.al and conventional lethal methods of control. Only the use of 
chemical and nonchemical lethal contro! methods vary among the alternatives or are not included. 


Four alternatives were developed: 


* APHIS-ADC Proposed Action 

* Alternative 1: Animal Damage Control With The inclusion of the Four Counties Not Under 

Cooperative Agreements With APHIS-ADC 

* Alternative 2: Animal Damage Control in 10 Counties With No M-44s and Limited Stee! Trap 
and Snare Use (Preferred ARernative) 

* Akemnative 3: No Action (No Animal Damage Control) 

* Alternative 4: Continuation of BLM Emergency Control Process 


This section describes each alternative. The APHIS-ADC Proposed Action, describes in detail the animal 
damage controi plan submitted by APHIS and only pertains to those counties in which APHIS-ADC has 
cooperative agreements. The other alternatives describe additional information to the APHIS-ADC Proposed 
Action or how they are different from i. ARemative 1, includes the same contro! techniques as the APHIS- 
ADC Proposed Action with some additional conditions including the potential for APHIS-ADC to participate 
in control activities in the rest of the counties in the Casper District f they develop agreements with either 
the county PABs or individual operators. Altamnative 2 would include the same contro! techniques as in the 
APHIS-ADC Proposed Action and Alternative 1 with the exception of no use of M-44s on the public lands 
and no steel leg-hold traps or snares on the public lands in Goshen, Niobrara, and Platte counties. 
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ARemative 2 is BLI's preferred alternative. ARernative 3 is the “No Action” ARernative which means that BLM 
would not authorize APHIS-ADC to perform contro! activities on public lands and Allemative 4 is the 
continuation of the current emergency contro! process. 


Description of ADC Techniques 
Noniethal Control 


APHIS-ADC encourages and implements a cooperative integrated predator management approach whenever 
physically and economically possible. Frequently, some form of nonlethal predator control is used by the 
livestock producer before implementing lethel control, and may include one or more of the following 
noniethal methods. 


Livestock-guarding aninals are used by livestock operators, are frequently recommended »y APHIS- 
ADC, and may include guard dogs, llamas, or donkeys. 


Sheepherders (shepherds) are used by livestock producers to protect their livestock. 


Fencing is used where appropriate and is recommended often. it may consist of conventional or 
electrical fence. 


Swobe Eights and sirens we battery powered portable units which are available through the ADC 
program and frequently reduce predation in specific short-term situations. 


Zon guns (propane cannons) are also effectively used on a temporary basis in reducing predation and 
are available through the ADC program. 








Lethal contro: is used when nonlethal control implemented by livestock operators has failed to prevent losses 
or when the potential risk of loss is high. Direct lethal control is aimed at individual animais responsible for 
the loss and may also be used on populations of a species within a certain distance of the loss. APHIS-ADC 
takes strict measures to ensure public safety, and protection of threatened or endangered wildiife, as weil 
@8 protection of domestic livestock. Where authorized by BLM, use of chemical toxicants for animal damage 
contro! would conform to all federal, state, and local regulations. Only sodium cyanide and zinc phosphide 
for rodemt contro! would be used on public land. The following are lethal control methods. 








reduce alr density anc safety of low-level flight, hinder aerial shooting. in most areas aerial shooting is 
effective in winter with snow cover because the summer vegetation reduces visibility of the coyote. 
method is usually very costly per coyote conirolied. As part of the process to get a permit for 
the applicart must obtain authorization from the federal land management agency. The 
for this authorization is outlined in BLM information Bulletin WY-94-060, “Clarification of Policy 
Aerial Gunning for Predator Control” (appendix A). 

















The use of rotor-wing and fixed-wing aircraft would be authorized in all planned control areas. Aerial 


shooting by APHIS-ADC is closely supervised to ensure that all applicable policies, regulations, and laws 
are followed. APHIS-ADC would inform the BLM when and where aerial hunting would be undertaken. 
APHIS-ADC personne! in “hot pursuit” of a target animal by aircraft may pursue it into a “no planned 
contro! or limited control area unless an obvious conflict would occur, such as approaching a dwelling 
or flying over a wintering ek or mule deer herd. 


Ground Shooting. Some predators are shot fiom the ground, with or without the aid of predator calls. 
Ground shooting can be selective for the target species, but certaity that the animal being called is the 
offending animal is often next to imrocsible. Ground shooting can be directed at specific problem 
animals or used where other tools are not applicable because of hazards or weather conditions. 
Additionally, a hand-held call that mimics an injured rabbit, other prey species, or coyote pups, may be 
used to lure predators within gun range. Sirens on trucks are also used to elicit coyote howls for 
location. Visual identification of the target species before shooting assures that nontarget animals are 
not taken. This method may be relatively expensive because of the staff hours often required. 


Trapping. The offset steel leg-hold trap is the most versatile and widely used too! for predator damage 
control. Traps are considered to be a non-lethal mechanical capture device, since disposition of the 
trapped animal is left to the discretion of the individual using them. in most cases, however, the trapped 
animal is killed. Scent sets are those which rely on a small amouni of olfactory attractants placed 
nearby to entice the animal into the trap. Scent formulas vary but their objective is to attract target 
animals. The selectivity of steel leg-hold traps for targeting spocific predator species is a function of 
effective and proper trapping techniques. 


The use of ail traps and trapping devices by APHIS-ADC employees shail be in compliance with federal, 
state, and local laws, rules, and regulations. Traps are set 30 feet or more from an animal carcass. 


Live Trapping. This technique is used primarily in controlling rabid skunks during isolated outbreaks 
of rabies. it is considered a iachnique used to supplement the use of leg-hold traps. This method 
incorporates the use of live trap’ to live capture target species where livestock and wildlife depredation 
occurs and is very selective in application. This method is often used in residential areas where other 
methods would be inappropriate and cause a risk to human safety. 







Snares. Two types of snares are used: the neck snare and the leg snare. The neck snare is 
composed of a flexible wire cable that is placed through holes in fences and other small openings such 
as dens. They are used primarily in areas of extensive woven or net wire fencing. The snare is 
fashioned into a loop that is placed to encircie the animal's neck as i passes through or under the 
fence. The end of the snare cable is anchored to a solid object. A simple locking device which allows 


only tightening of the loop, causes strangulation of the snared animal. 


Leg snares are constructed of flexible wire cable with a locking device which holds the loop closed on 
the animal's leg. The cable size is commensurate with the size of the target animal. Leg snares are 
used primarily in “cubby* sets or cover “blind” sets with an attractamt bait placed a short distance from 
the snare. 


The use of snares by APHIS-ADC employees shail be in compliance with federal, state, and local laws, 
rules, and reguiations. 


Denning. in the spring of the year female coyotes give birth to young generally in an earthen burrow 
in the ground. Denning is the location and removal of the young from their den by excavating the den 
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by hand, injecting smoke into the den to drive the animals out inserting carbon monoxide cartridges to 
suffocate the animais, or occasionally having a small dog retrieve them. The young are then destroyed, 
usually with a small caliber fireerm. Denning is highly selective for the target species. it is also effective 
in reducing or eliminating predation in specific areas because the need to provide food for young is 
removed. 


M-44s. The M-44 ie a tubuler-shaped, spring-activated device used to propel sodium cyanide into the 
mouth of the animal. When the device is driven into the ground, only the short head-section protrudes. 
The head portion is normally wrapped with a heavy cloth and is coated with various scents. An animal, 
attracted by the scent, grasps the protruding head of the device with its teeth and pulls, activating the 
spring plunger, which propels the cyanide into its mouth. Coma and death follow within seconds. The 
M-44 is intended to be selective for canids (members of the dog family) primarily because of the 
attractant (rotten meats) and the requirement that the device be triggered by a tug with the teeth. 


M-446 would be used only in accordance with current Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
regulations and restrictions (appendix B). M-446 shail be used on public lands only as authorized on 
@ case-by-case basis by the authorized officer. Requests to the authorized officer for authorization to 
use M-446 on public land would originate with the APHIS-ADC State Supervisor or his representative. 
The State of Wyoming will not certify individua: operators to place M-44¢ on federal land (appendix B). 
In each case, documentation of livestock losses, including evidence that such losses were caused by 
coyotes, is required. M-446 would only be requested as part of an integrated control effort on all land 
ownership in the contro! area. 





In cases where BLM restrictions on M-44 use are more stringent than the EPA label restrictions, BLM 
restrictions would be adhered to (for example, distance from human habitation; also see the "No 
Planned Control” and “Limited Control” sections). 


When BLM receives a request from APHIS-ADC to use M-44 devices on BLM-administered public lands, 
BLM would evaluate the season and location for multiple-use resource conflicts and, if necessary, make 
on-the-ground inspections with APHIS-ADC. APHIS-ADC would inform BLM of the location and area 
of M-44 use on private, state, and BLIV-intermingied land so that BLM can deal with public concem. 


Only APHIS-ADC employees would place M-44s on public lands. 


Domestic Dogs. Using dogs in predator contro! is usually limited to resolving specific predator 
This method is aleo specific for the target species since visual identification of the target 
animal ie made prior to shooting. Dogs trained for coyote denning are used either to locate dens, 
retrieve the pups, or to lure adults to be shot. Greyhound pecks have also been used effectively to 
Chase and kill coyotes. Guard dogs are used by livestock producers rather than APHIS-ADC personnel. 











Other Techniques 


Other control techniques which are described as humane control methods but, to our knowledge, have not 
advanced to the stage where they could be labeled as practical field tools are available. For example, there 


ls research ongoing in 


immunocontraception (reproduction control) and sterility tests. Taste aversion 
methods have been used widely in Canada but have not been used in the United States to any extent. 





Theee techniques are presently unavailable for use. in addition, 1080 is not authorized for Federal APHIS- 
ADC activities. 
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The APHIS-ADC Proposed Action 


The APHIS-ADC pian specifies where, when, and under what restrictions animal damage control operations 
would be carried out as mutually agreed by the agencies. it applies only to those counties with which 
APHIS-ADC has agreements with the Predator Animal Boards (Crook, Goshen, Niobrara, Platte, Sheridan, 
and Weston counties). it does not include Campbell, Converse, Johnson, and Natrona counties. This ADC 
plan would be reviewed annually and a letter of authorization with amendments, if needed, would be 
prepared by the Casper BLM District Manager. For any amendments made, the appropriate level of NEPA 
documentation and analysis would be completed. That letter with any new NEPA documentation, together 
with this plan, would be a yearly plan of operation. This pian shall remain in effect for 5 years or until a new 
plan is adopted whichever occurs first. Examples of amendments which could occur include changes in 
Category of control, methods of control, or target animais. 


APHIS-ADCs ADC program in the Casper District compiles data received from individuals who request ADC 
assistance using the following forms: Project Report (ADC Form 14), Damage Control Request (USD Form 
10/71), Weekly Field Activity Report (ADC Form 15), Monthly Field Activity Report (ADC Form 16), and 
Wionthly M-44 Report Summary (ADC Form 198). This specific information provides documentation on 
verified losses, reported losses, techniques used, and wildiife species affected. 


The coyote is the principal target species, and contro! operations would generally concentrate on this 
animal. The overall intent is to reduce animal depredations as quickly as possible by directing ADC activities 
toward individual coyotes or local populations where historical or ongoing losses have been verified, 
requested, or are likely to occur (based on local populations and abundance of natural prey species). Local 
populations may include several animals within their established home range and may extend for several 
miles. 


ADC activities would take into consideration those actions listed below. The Limited Control Area map 1 
and limited control categories were developed and based on the following criteria: 


1. The effect of the proposed contro! program including potential conflicts on other authorized uses 
and resources on the land in question. 


2. The need for, and objectives of, contro! measures based on agriculture production, protection of 
livestock, wildlife, and other resources, and watershed management. 


3. identification of target species, possible affected species, planned methods of control, and 
applicable restrictions. 


4. Conformance to existing regulations, land management plans, established policies, planned uses 
of recreational areas, areas of human habitation, and other land management practices. 


5. Authorization of research necessary to develop a data base for the registration or implementation 
of new control or preventative methods. 


6. Theneed for ADC programs which can address put:c health and safety concems, including disease 
outbreaks within the district. 


7. The meed for control measures to protect endangered species or to safeguard wildlife species 
aflectid by predation. 
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Following compilation of annual data, the proposed operations would be discussed and decisions would 
be made at the annual (more often, if needed) meeting between APHIS-ADC and BLM for needs and 
priorities for control. The methods used, control periods, and restrictions relate to specific areas which 
would be discussed and authorized each year. 


Preventative predator damage contro! may be authorized when APHIS-ADC has made an evaluation and 
determined that livestock losses have occurred based on historic information. Control operations may be 
intieted before predator losses occur and before introducing livestock to a specific area with annual or 
documented predator losses. This would be done through annual preventative damage contro! requests 
made by permittees, when livestock are introduced into new areas, or if predators inhabit BLM-administered 
public lands that border private lands where predation is historical, ongoing, or may occur. Preventative 
control may be undertaken in areas of historic coyote predation because such predation tends to reoccur 
in many areas. Permittees must request control efforts through ADC personne! each calendar year. Such 
requests (ongoing damage control or preventative control) would be documented by ADC personne! on 
APHIS-ADC Form 14 (Project Report). APHIS-ADC personne! would contact any affected adjacent permittee 
regarding these plans. 


The limited control areas shown on map 1 were identified in 1993 and could be changed during the annual 
planning meetings. This map should be used to determine the general locations of the restricted contro! 
areas. The exact locations should be determined while consulting with the particular BLM resource area 
Office. The control area boundaries do not preciude the taking of a target animal who has been followed 
under hot pursult from a control area into a restricted or no control area by ADC personne! where no 
obvious conflicts occur. 


Planned Control Areas 


Planned contro! areas refer to the BLM-administered public lands in the six counties contained within the 
APHIS-ADC plan where APHIS-ADO’has agreements with the counties. The full range of control methods 
may be employed season long, provided APHIS-ADC has on file a current request for contro! or where there 
ls a verified historical record of recurring coyote predation in a particular area. A current request is one 
made within 30 days prior to the undertaking of control activities. This requirement would help assure that 
ADC activities are aimed at offending local populations, rather than the species as a whole. When coyotes 
are moving into planned control areas from adjacent “no planned contro!’ areas, predator control in the “no 
planned control” areas may be approved on a case-by-case basis by the authorized officer. This situation 
is usually @ problem only with pastured sheep rather than range-herded sheep that move regularly. 


Posting Control Areas. Where traps and M-44¢ are in use, APHIS-ADC would post warming signs to 
alert the public. 


Checking of Control Devices. Traps, snares, and other devices would be checked in accordance with 
label requirements, APHIS-ADC policy, and federal and state laws. 


Modification of Control Areas. The BLM authorized officer may, at any time, deny any ADC activities 
on the public lands because of multiple-use conflicts or public safety reasons. The authorized officer 
may aleo modify areas where control is permitted as to the degree and type of control. These changes 
would be made after consultation with the State Director of APHIS-ADC. 
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Special Considerations and Restrictions 
Human Safety Zones 
No control would be allowed: 
within 1 mile of any community, city, town, subdivision, or other area of concentraied human 
occupation; 


within 1 mile of any residence uniess ail affected residents approve control activities or devices 
being used at a closer distance; 


within % mile of any federal or state highway or BLM or county road; and, 


within 1 mile of designated historic or recreational sites, recreational waters, trails, parks, rest areas, 
or similar public use areas. Aerial gunning would be considered on a case-by-case basis along the 
Oregon Trail, except in those areas with interpretive sites. 


in limited control areas (Map 1), predator contro! activities would be subject to certain restrictions or 
to certain seasons. Effort would be made to avoid repetitive disturbance of wintering big game herds 
when they are encountered. Caution would be exercised near arees where wintering bald eagles are 
roosting or feeding on carrion. To avoid disturbing wintering big game and bald eagles, APHIS-ADC 
is required to coordinate with the BLM and Wyoming Game and Fish Department prior to aerial gunning. 
Control of black bear or mountain lion (trophy game animals) would be done only at the request and 


approval of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. 


Bird Hunting Areas/Dog Protection. To protect hunting dogs, no steel traps, snares, or M-44s would 
be set or left in place in grouse, Chukar, or pheasant range during the open hunting seasons beginning 
about September 1 and ending about November 30 as shown on map 1. No steel traps, snares, or M- 
446 would be set within % mile of open waters used by waterfowl hunters during the entire hunting 
season (from about October 1 through December 31 and January during goose season). 


Dog Training Areas. These areas, as shown on map 1, have been identified as areas used to train 
dogs for game bird hunting and small game hunting. Control devices (traps, snares, M-44s) would not — 
be used in these areas at any time. Calling, denning, shooting, and aerial gunning is allowed, provided 
no individuals and their dogs are in the area(s). 


Seld Eagle Wintering Concentration Areas. Aerial hunting would not be conducted between 
November 1 and March 31 in the areas shown on map 1 when bald eagles are concentrated in the 
specific areas identified. in the Jackson Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), no 
control is allowed without specific prior authorization from the BLM. 


Raptor Nesting Areas. in raptor concentration areas, ADC activities during the nesting season (March 
a oO 
inspection area. 


Crucial Big Game Habitat. Aerial hunting would be limited in crucial big game winter range and on 


Calving and lambing areas for ek and big hom sheep as shown on map 1. The limitation on aerial 
hunting means when big game animals are present in these areas, and when it is highly likely that undue 
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stress may occur from ADC activity. No aerial hunting would be conducted within % mile of these 
ranges unless approved by the district manager or the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. 


APHIS-ADC would assure that aerial gunning, as a control method, would not adversely affect or harass 
big game animais on their crucial winter ranges. 


Widermess Areas and Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs). 


There are no designated wilderness areas in the Casper District. The three WSAs, Gardener Mountain 
and North Fork of the Powder River in Johnson County, and Fortification Creek in Johnson and 
Campbell counties, have been recommended as unsuitable for wilderness designation. APHIS-ADC 
does not currently conduct ADC activities in Johnson and Campbell counties. Therefore, wilderness 
area and WSA considerations and ADC actions are not a concern in the proposed action. 


Rodent contro! would be conducted only at the request and approval of the BLM authorized officer. The 
umbrella memorandum of understanding between BLM and APHIS-ADC, plus BLM's ADC manual, outlines 
each agency's responsibilities for rodent control. 


Emergency Control 


in an emergency situation such as an outbreak of bubonic plague in a prairie dog town or a local rabies 
epidemic in a camivore population in areas of no planned control or restricted control, APHIS-ADC may 
request an exception but must request and receive approval from the authorized officer prior to beginning 
control operations. in an emergency situation involving immediate threats to public health or safety, APHIS- 
ADC may respond without prior approval, but must notify the authorized officer the same day control is 
intiated and when it is completed. Documentation of emergency responee activities would be completed 
in the same manner as normal control activities. Once the emergency situation is over, the area shall revert 
to Rs prior contro! status. 


Emergency animal damage control in WSAs, ACECs, and public safety zones must be authorized in advance 
by the BLM authorized officer on a case-by-case basis. in areas other than WSAs, ACECs, and established 


safety zones, the following procedures would be used for emergency actions. 
Requesting Control. Livestock operators would request control from the ADC program. 


Problem Evaluation. APHIS-ADC officials evaluate the losses or requests and determine if emergency 
control meesures are warranted. 


Submissions to BLM Authorized Officer. The APHIS-ADC District Supervisor would contact the BLM 
authorized officer. The proposed ADC work must be described with the following information: 


Permittee needing assistance, reason for work (losses or preventative request), specific location, 
duration of the operation, and type of equipment or methods to be employed. The BLM authorized 
Officer would coordinate the contro! request. 


Authorization. Upon evaluation of the ADC request, the BLM authorized officer would notify the APHIS- 


ADC, ADC District Supervisor, if authorization for control is granted and which, if any, restrictions are 
in effect. Control operations may be initiated upon this notification. 


re, / 








This altemative incorporates everything described in the Proposed Action with the following additions or 
changes. 


in addition to those counties identified in the Proposed Action, APHIS-ADC wouid also be authorized to carry 
out ADC actions in Johnson, Campbell, Natrona and Converse counties within the parameters of this 
ahemative when they have agreements with the predator animal boards or individual operators. Public 
interest has been expressed by operators within these counties to enter into agreements with APHIS-ADC 
for assistance with their ongoing predator contro! activities. 


ADC Techniques 
Same as the Proposed Action 


Planned ADC Activities 
Same as the Proposed Action 


Planned Control Areas 
Same as the Proposed Action 


Special Considerations and Restrictions 
Same as the Proposed Action 


Human Safety Zones 
in addition to those in the APHIS-ADC proposed action, no contro! would be allowed in the Poison 
Spider Off-road Vehicle Area, Northwest of Casper. 


Limited Control Areas 
Same as the APHIS-ADC Proposed Action with the following additions or changes: 


Dog Training Areas. Aerial gunning « not allowed. 


Bald Eagle Wintering Concentration Areas. Aerial hurting would not be conducted in the areas 
shown on map 1 between November 1 and March 31. 


Wilderness Areas and WSAs. There are no designated wilderness areas in the Casper District. The 
three WSAs, Gardner Mountain and North Fork of the Powder River in Johnson County, and Fortification 
Creek in Johneon and Campbell counties, have been recommended as unsuitable for wilderness 
designation. Management actions occurring on WSAs are directed by specific policies outlined in BLM 
Manual H-8550-1, “interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review.” The 
manual accommodates ADC activities by the following policy statement: 


Animal damage contro! activities directed at individual offending animals may be permitted, as long as 
thie will not jeopardize the continued presence of any species in the area. Shooting of animals from 
aircraft may be allowed, only where specifically authorized by provisions of state law and upon the 
approval of the BLM authorizing officer. 
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Since most ADC techniques require the use of motorized vehicles (such as ground shooting and 
trapping), impacts to WSAs ave minimized by the following policy statement, also found in BLM Manual 
+-8560-1: 


Recreational use of mechanical transport, including all motorized devices, as weil as trail and mountain 
bikes, may only be allowed on existing ways and trails and within “open” areas that were designated 
prior to the passage of FLPMA (October 21, 1976) [Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976]. 
if impacts of ORVs threaten to impair the area's suitability, the BLM may limit or close the affected lands 
fo the types of ORVs causing the problems. 


Black-footed Ferret Reintroduction Area. No prairie dog contro! would be allowed in any black-footed 
ferret reimtroduction area. 


Two specific measures would be used to avoid capture or injury to ferrets from traps or snares: 


All snares would be equipped with stop devices two inches in diameter to preclude the capture of 
biack-footed ferrets. 


All traps would be equipped with pan tension devices to preclude the capture of ferrets. 


Reden Control 
The following guidelines apply to rodert controi. 


There must be documented resource damage or human health or safety concem. 


A black-footed ferret survey, if necessary, must be done in accordance with U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) guidelines. 


BLM would conduct the survey on BLM-administered public lands; APHIS or the private landowner 
would be responsible for acceptable surveys on private lands. 


A biological assessment must be prepered by BLM with concurrence of the FWS. 
A she-epecific environmental assessment must be prepered by the BLM. 
Control work, if approved, must be supervised by APHIS. 


Funding will be provided by the BLM if BLM requests contro! to meet multiple use objectives identified 
in a land use plan. 





Funding will be provided by the affected parties in coordination with APHIS if the only reason for control 
is in order to be effective on private or state lands. 


All contact with private landowners must be done by APHIS. Any agreements are between APHIS and 
the private landowner and pertain only to private land. 
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This alternative incorporates everything Gescribed in Alternative 1 with the following additions and changes. 


No M-446 would be authorized on the public lands in the Casper District and no steel leg-hoid traps or 
snares would be authorized on the public lands in Goshen, Niobrara and Platte counties to provide 
protection for the Swift Fox, which is a Federal Category 2 Candidate Species. 


in reeponse to these concerns, our analysis shows the following: 1) Sodium cyanide does not have 
secondary poisoning effects. A canid or camivore killed from the ingestion of the chemical will not cause 
the death of another canid, carnivore, animal or bird that feeds upon &. Due to the application method and 
mode of toxicity, the only potential exposure scenario would occur through direct contact. Z)Although the 
M-44 wes designed to specifically target only canids (i.e., coyotes foxes and feral dogs) R has resulted in 
the death of not only nontarget canids, including domestic dogs, but also other animais that are not canids, 
such as bedger, bobcat, skunk, porcupine, raccoon, ring-tailed cat, black bear, raven, crow and vulture. This 
total of 1,062 nontarget deaths in 16 westem states during fiscal year 1988, or approximately 6 percent of 
the total animal kil resulting from the use of M-44 (APHIS-ADC Direct Control Methods Report 1992). 3) 
Death occurs by propelling sodium cyanide into the animais mouth, causing death through the inhalation 
of toxdc fumes. When in contact with moisture, sodium cyanide releases hydrogen cyanide, the actual 
toxicart. Coma and death follow within 60 to 120 seconds. No pain is experienced since the chemical 
prevents oxygen use by the tissues. 4) No human has ever been killed by the M-44. The likelihood of this 
happening would be almost non-existent. Those at greatest risk are the trappers who set the devices. 


ADC 
ADC described in the Proposed Action would be available for use in this alternative with the 


techniques 
exception of M-44s. The use of M-446 would not be authorized for use on the public lands in the Casper 
District due to the statewide public eontroversy as to their use and the potential hazard to pviblic health and 
safety in the use of the public lands. No steel leg-hoid traps or snares would be authorized on the public 
lands in Goshen, Niobrara or Platte counties to protect the Swit Fox a Federal Category 2 Candidate 


Species. 


Planned ADC Activities 
This alternative would include contro! areas that were identified in ARemative 1. 


Planned Control Areas 
Same as ARemative | 


Special Considerations and Restrictions 
Same as ARemative | 


Human Safety Zones 
Same as Akemative | 


Limited Control Areas 
No offset steel leg-hoid traps or snares would be authorized on the public lands in Goshen, Niobrara 


and Platte counties to protect the Swit Fox, a Federal Category 2 Candidate Species. 
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Under this alternative, no ADC operations by APHIS-ADC would be authorized on BLM administered public 
lands in the Casper District. Public lands are interspersed with private and state sections and parcels 

the district. APHIS-ADC currently conducts ADC activities on many of these private and state 
lands. APHIS-ADC activities would be expected to continue under this alternative on private and state lands 
using ail of the techniques previously Gutlined (including M-44 devices). However, lethal and non-lethal ADC 
activities would continue on public lands by livestock producers, their agents and the general public, as long 
as they act within Wyoming statues. The No Action Alternative is not a BLM prerogative which can be 
selected without elimination or modification of the Animal Damage Control Act of 1931, as amended. it is, 
nevertheless, within the discretion of BLM to restrict or deny use of individual methods or techniques, either 


seasonally or by locale where justification warrants. 


The coyote and red fox are classified the WGFD as predators and are hunted and trapped for sport and fur. 
The BLM and APHIS-ADC recognize that predator control (primarily coyote), both lethal and non-lethal, will 
continue to occur on public and private lands by the general public for recreation, by stockgrowers to 
protect their livestock, and by independents for the stockgrowers. Under State law, the taking of predators 
can occur on public lands by anyone, using such methods as trapping, snaring, aerial hunting, ground 
shooting, or calling with the aid of decoy dogs, so long as they comply with Wyoming State Statues (e.g.. 
Wyoming Depertment of Agriculture; pilots must obtain landowner permission prior to hunting). No chemical 
control, however, may be used on public lands administered by the BLM without BLM authorization. 
Nevertheless, use of the M-44 device and other legal chemicals can be used on private lands, as long as 
thelr use is in compliance with Wyoming Statues. 


in the Casper District, large blocks of private land interspersed with state and/or federal land exist in the 
southwest APHIS-ADC, under agreements with County Predatory Animal Control Boards, would still conduct 
animal damage control activities on private and state lands utilizing all methods of control previously 
discussed, including use of M-44 devices. 


When there is no federal government predator control program or if livestock growers become dissatisfied 
with the Federal program, livestock growers will take personal action to protect their livestock from 
predation. They may form an organization of control agents through the County Predatory Animal Board 
or may conduct coyote control programs individually. in either case, the opportunity arises for abuse of 
control techniques and subsequent environmental damage and increased potential for danger to humans, 
thelr pets, and non-target animais. 


With stockgrowers initiating contro! activities on their own to protect their herds, the probability of certain 
individuals using toxicants legally could increase. M-446 and the toxic 1080 collars available from the 
Wyoming Department of Agriculture to certilied pesticide operators could end up in the hands of 
uneuthorized persons. in addition, chemical toxicants such as insecticides that could be used as predicides 
are eveliable on the legal market. A no lethal control restriction on public lands could encourage some 
users to Megaily hurt coyotes from aircraft. Because of its vastness and remoteness, k would be extremely 
Gifficult to stop legal predator contro! practices on BLM-administered public lands. individual actions may 
not be confined to private lands, but carry over onto public lands. 
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Under this alternative, the BLM would take no action on APHIS-ADC’ proposed pian and operations would 
continue as they are conducted at present. Since April 1993, as a result of a nationwide policy decision, 
the Casper District has operated under “emergency control only” procedures. in Wyoming the procedures 
require that ADC activities may only be conducted for a five-day period from the initial loss, within a 3-mile 
radius of the loss site and, in response to a livestock predation loss verified by APHIS-ADC personnel. 
Following the request for control, the BM has 24 hours to prepare an EA and give APHIS-ADC approval 
to proceed with control measures. 


This section describes the environmental parameters that may be affected by animal damage control 
activities on public lands within the Casper District. 


ht has been determined that the following elements would not be affected by the proposed or alternative 
predator control activities and therefore will not be discussed further in this document: air quality, water 
Quality, regional hydrology, floodplains, wetiand/riperian zones, solle/watershed, vegetation, visual 
resources, prime/unique farmiands, fisheries, threatened and endangered fish and plants, wild horses, Native 
American religious concerns, Cultural values, historical or paleontological values, hazardous /solid materials, 
wild and scenic rivers, minerals, and forest resources. 


The Casper District is located in the northeastern portion of Wyoming and includes all of Campbell, 
Converse, Crook, Goshen, Johnson, Niobrara, Platte, Sheridan, and Weston Counties, and a three quarters 
of Natrona County (see Map 1). The District boundaries include over 21 million acres, of which 2.3 million 
acres (10.9 percent) are public lands administered by BLM. Table 1 shows the land ownership by county. 


The District borders South Dakota and Nebraska on the east, interior Wyoming to the south and west, and 


Montana on the north. The Bighom, Black Hills, and Medicine Bow National Forests and Thunder Basin 
National Grasslands extend into the district. 


The Casper District encompasses six major river basins, including the Cheyenne, Little Missouri, Niobrara, 
North Platte, Powder, and Tongue. The North Platte River System drains about a fourth of Wyoming. 


Physiographically, the majority of the Casper District is located within the Great Plains Shortgrass Prairie 









ranges to the weet and south (Big Hom and Medicine Bow Forests) have steep slopes and narrow valleys 
which rise sharply from short and mid-grass basins. The Black Hills to the east are more gently sloped with 
aluviel fans at the edges of the basins which merge into rolling plains (Kuchler 1964). 
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10.9% 
































8.9% . 


Counties Counties 
with ADC w/out ADC 
Agreements Agreements 
x 
x 
x 
xX 
x 
x 
x 
x 
(450,625) (2,038,743) 
2.0% 








‘From Buffalo (1984), Platte River (1984), and Newcastle (1993) Resource Management Plans. 


2Inchudes all acreage - land and water. Wyoming Department of Administration and Information, Division 
of Economic Analysis, 1991. “Wyoming Data Handbook 1991." Cheyenne, Wyoming. 


3acreages shown for Natrona County exclude the southwest comer of the county. That portion of the 


county is administered by the Lander Resource Area of the Rawiins District. 


“Does not include approximately 1,000 acres (in total, all three counties combined) of land surface managed 


by BLM with mineral estate owned by others. 


Sincludes 1,000 acres of BLM surface lands in Crook, Niobrara, and Weston Counties with mineral estate 


owned by others. 


“includes only those six counties with ADC agreements with APHIS. 
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Big game species occurring within the district are elk, mule and white-tailed deer, pronghorn antelope, 
and moose, with black bear and mountain lion classified as trophy game animals. Big game species 
have generally received the most management emphasis due to their importance to the local economy. 
Hunting and fishing activities are high income-generating industries within the district. 


Moose (Aices americana) occur only in the Big Hom mountains within the district. Winter and summer 
ranges tend to be relatively close, with animals using the same seasonal ranges year after year. Moose 
habitat generally occurs above 6,000 feet around riparian areas associated with willows. Moose use of 
BLM lands on the district is usually only incidental. 


Elk (Cervus canadensis) use BLM-administered public land to summer on and as winter or crucial winter 
range, associated with the southem and east slope of the Big Hom Mountains, the Black Hills, and the 
Medicine Bow Mountains (including Casper and Muddy mountains). in general, elk inhabit wind-biown, 
grassy slopes at elevations from 5,000 to 8,000 feet during the winter. A portion of the winter range is 
designated crucial winter range because these areas provide essential habitat during very severe, stressful 
winters. These areas are crucial in that they are a determining factor for a population's ability to maintain 
kself. Winter concentration areas, especially crucial winter range areas, are protected by seasonal “no 
surface occupancy’ stipulations. Elk calving and summer feeding areas are characterized by dense timber 
and parkland meadows usually occurring above 8,000 feet (5,000 to 7,000 feet in the Black Hills). Disease 
and predation effects on ek are not quantified in the district, but appear to be minimal, although effects 
could be increased during harsh winters. 


eee Se Se ee eee Se Soa ane Gane Sap 
the district. Resident mule deer populations are common in association with riparian, agricultural, and 
adjacent foothill areas. Migratory mule deer populations summer at elevations above 7,000 feet in mountain 
ranges within the district and winter around 4,000 to 7,000 feet in elevation, along ridge complexes, 
juniper/shrub foothills, and dry washes which offer sufficient cover and feed. Winter concentration areas 
for these migratory mule deer are considered crucial and are protected by seasonal “no surface occupancy” 
Stipulations. White-tailed deer occur along most major drainages and are closely associated with 
riparian/agricukural areas. They also occur throughout the Black Hills. 


Pronghom Antelope 


Pronghom antelope (Antilocapra americana) occur throughout the district where movernent is not restricted 
by barrier fences, topography, forests, and water distribution. Winter ranges generally occur between 4,000 
and 7,000 feet elevation, in basins and benchiands where Wyoming big sagebrush communities dominate 
and snow depths remain relatively shallow and wind-biown. These areas are roughly associated with mule 


deer winter ranges in some areas, but are generally more widespread. 
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Trophy Game Animais 
Mountain Lion and Black Bears 


Little is known about the distribution and population status of mountain lions (Felis concolor) and black 
beers (Ursus americanus) in the district. Generally, mountain lions are associated with juniper or pine- 
dominated rough canyon country in conjunction with deer and ek herds. Mountain lions are believed to 
occur mainly along the edges of the National Forests in the district and due to thelr very secretive habits, 
are rarely seen by humans, except in relation to hunting pursuits. Sport hunting removes a few mountain 
lions each yeer and ils monitored closely by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) to ensure 
@ vieble population is maintained. Portions or all of eleven mountain lion hunting units (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 
15, 16, 22, and 23) occur within the district. Thirty six mountain lions were harvested in these units in 1992. 
Mountain lions are camivores and are more dependent on prey animals for their livelihood. Deer constitute 
the main component of the lion's diet. They will aleo eat ek calves, carrion, porcupines, gophers, rats, 
squirrels, and livestock (sheep, cattle, and horses). They may retum to a carcass and feed for several days. 
R is not uncommon for lion to roam as far as 100 miles (APHIS-ADC EIS, 1990). The main habitat 





numbers. Generally, no mountain lions or as many as four, have been taken by APHIS-ADC activities in all 
of Wyoming in recent years (Table 2). 





TABLE 2 
ANIMALS KILLED BY APHIS-ADC IN WYOMING’ 






























































‘These numbers represent only a small portion of the animais taken within Wyoming, but these numbers 
show general trends. Those taken by county and commercial trappers, private ranchers, and recreational 
hunters are not availabie. 




















Suitable black bear habitat exists in the timbered and foothill areas within and around the three National 
Forests in the district. Black bears usually inhabk mixed timber stands with associated parkland areas and 
riparian habitat along streams where berries are readily available in late summer and early fall. At times, 
drought may cause bears to follow stream courses down to lower elevations and onto BLM lands in search 
of food. Black beers are also very secretive by nature and are rarely seen by humans, except in relation 
to hunting pursuits. Sport hunting removes a few bears each year and is monitored closely by the WGFD 
to ensure a viable population is maintained. Portions or ail of eight bear hunting units (1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 27, 28, 
and 29) occur within the district. Sbcty three black bears were harvested in these units in 1992, the majority 
being harvested on National Forest Lands. Black bears may kill or injure deer, ek (calves), sheep and cattle, 
though they are omnivorous and eat large quantities of berries and grasses. During drought periods when 
berries and herbaceous foods are less available, bears tend to be more dependent on prey species and 

incidents may increase. Generally only one or two black bears are taken by APHIS-ADC activities 


predation 
in all of Wyoming in recent years (Table 2). 
Game Birds 


Upland 
Upland game birds inhabiting the Casper District include sage grouse (Centrocercus urphasianus), sharp- 





decreasing during the past several years. it is speculated that this decrease may be due, in part, to 
increases in populations of predators in eastern Wyoming, particularly the red fox, coyote, eagle, and raven. 
Sage grouse utilize areas with substantial densities of sagebrush to provide cover and camouflage. 


Sharp-tailed grouse are found in the eastern and northem portions of the district in the transition zones 
between grasslands and forested areas. Blue grouse are restricted to the coniferous /deciduous tree foothill 
and mountain areas within the district. Turkeys are found in riparian areas associated with uplands and in 
forested areas. Mouming doves are summer residents only. Chukar and Hungarian partridge are scarce 
and occur in limited areas within the district. 


The district lies within the central flyway. The period of occupancy by waterfowl is short term. Historically, 
duck and goose populations are composed of migrants, some of which use waters in the district for nesting 
as well as for resting and feeding. The cold winters freeze the water, making kt unavailable. The WGFD 
maintains that the lack of nesting habitats for ducks and guese is a limiting factor, although numerous small 
ponds (eepecially private stock ponds) improve the habital. The North Platte River, and the large reservoirs 
along it, receive the major populations of nesting geese and ducks. However, Hawk Springs, Bump-Suilivan 
and Springer waterfowl refuges and preserves provide additional habitat for both nesting and resting during 
migration. These areas are also very important and productive waterfowl and shorebird breeding, nesting, 
and brood rearing area. 


Predation on nesting waterfowl is a continuous problem. Control of predators (red fox, coyote, skunk, and 
raccoon) during the waterfowl nesting season generally has a beneficial effect on waterfowl nest success 
rates. The most destructive nest predator, and the most difficult to control, is the red fox. Because of the 
use of wetland areas by waterfowl for nesting, and the lack of these wetland areas in Wyoming, and the fact 
that red foxes prefer hunting in these highly productive areas, red foxes are very successful in preying on 
waterfowl causing greatly lowered waterfowl and shorebird nesting success. 
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shrubgrass and desertgrass communities. Prairie dogs are of special importance because they are the 
important prey of the endangered biack-footed ferret as well as being an important prey species for raptors, 
coyotes, red foxes, and other predators. Prairie dog towns also provide nesting habitat for 

Rodent contro! (usually prairie dogs) will not be conducted under the umbrella of this EA by APHIS-ADC and 
will only be conducted at the request and approval of the district manager. 





The WGFD defines predatory (predacious) animals as coyote, jackrabbit, porcupine, raccoon, red fox, skunk, 
and stray cat (Tile 23, Wyoming Game and Fish Laws 1989) and as such are open to take year-round 
without restriction. The Casper District is inhabited by all these species. The coyote and red fox are the 
predatory animals of concern, because of their predation on domestic livestock, primarily sheep, big game, 
email game, upland game, non-game and other wildilfe, they are the principle species targeted for control. 
The red fox is targeted primarily during the lambing season, because as the lambs grow, they are not as 
vulnerable to predation by the smaller red foxes. Figure 1 (WASS, 1993) shows coyotes (as well as other 
predators) to be taking an increasing number of sheep and lambs in Wyoming, note the steady increase 
from 1989 to 1993. Figure 1 also shows a decline in non-predator losses in Wyoming, thought to be due 
to mild winters during recent years. 


* ul 




















The APHIS-ADC predator control program within the Casper District is implemented by three ADC districts 
utilizing up to seven (7) trappers. These individuals are responsible for responding to animal damage control 
requests within an area of over 9.5 million acres (six counties) of public, private, and state land. Generally, 
the mode of operation during this time consists of calling/shooting and aerial gunning with little use of the 
control devices during lambing. The reason for this is that ewes and lambs are scattered so that traps and 
sneres are impractical. The M-44, however, is used on private lands and is the most effective devia utilized 
during this time frame since ik can be used without harming a ewe or lamb. During the winter, the traps and 
snares are most effective since the sheep are more closely bunched. 


















































selection by stating their preference, or prohibition of a certain control method. 
is a band of sheep there could be mechanical devices nearby, although not in every 











Coyotes 


The coyote (Canis latrans), a very adaptable, prolific, opportunistic animal, and occupies almost every 
habRat in North America. The coyote has survived intensive predator-contro! programs similar to that 




































































Total for 1992 = 2,360 Coyotes taken 





lThese figures are “Dens taken” and not individual animals. Totals do pot include these numbers. 


2 Johnson, Campbell, and Converse are counties which APHIS does not have agreements with local predator 
control boards, so no predator control has been accomplished by APHIS. 
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Total for 1983 = 2,636 Coyotes taken 


Spowert and Samson cite an extensive food habits study conducted by Sperry in 1941 in 17 western 
states that showed the major diet ems of the coyote were “lagomorphe (rabbits, 33%), carrion (25%), 
rodents (18%), and domestic livestock (13.5%). Figure 2 shows the cottontall rabbit harvest in 
Wyoming over the past twenty years. While quantified cottontall populations are not possible on a 
statewide basis, hunter harvest closely parallels the population ((.e.; v2 Cottontail populations are high, 
80 is hunter harvest). Note the cyclic nature of the cottontail, cycling about every seven years. This 
cycling is due to disease, predation, weather (note harsh winters of 1983 and 1968 and the resulting 
“dips” in the following years population), etc. and is related to population size. 


in the sagebrush habitat of north-eastern Utah and south-central idaho, Ciark (1972) reported ‘coyotes 
ate about 90 percent animal matter; black-tailed jackrabbits approached 75 percent of their year-round 
diet.” This dependence on a single prey species will influence coyote density in a region. The 
Opportunistic nature of the coyote causes domestic livestock (primarily sheep and particularly during 
lambing and calving) to be especially vuinerable to predation by the coyote. Adult sheep, lambs, and 
Calves are easy prey for the coyote because they are not aggressive, cannot outrun the coyote and are 
casily overpowered and quickly killed. So if ewes, lambs, or calves are within the coyotes cruising range 
for food, they will very likely be taken as prey. 





COTTONTAIL RABBIT HARVEST 
Wyoming Harvest Numbers (WGFD, 1993) 
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Figure 2 


As noted in several of the studies, although extremely adaptable and opportunistic, like most species of 
camivores, coyote populations are reguiated largely by food abundance and availability. Population 
denskies of coyotes and their principal prey are strongly correlated (Clark 1972; Wagner and Stoddart 

1972; Johineon and Hansen 1979) (see also predator/prey relationships section). Exact coyote population 
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data does not exist for the State of Wyoming. However, population data of a relative nature, in the form of 
population trend indices, does exist and is maintained by APHIS-ADC. These include records of depredation 
incidents (confirmed losses, Table 5), coyotes removed per aerial hour, and coyotes removed per unit of 
ground effort (APHIS-ADC 1993). Using population modeling, a density of 0.9 coyotes per square mile has 
been suggested (Predator Damage in the West, 1978, USFWS Report), indicating that there would be a total 
of 29,625 coyotes in the Casper District. Ciark (1972), using a more gross evaluation, estimates that typical 
Coyote population densities range from 0.3 to 5.0 per square mile. There is a total of 32,917 square miles 
in the Casper District. This gives an estimated population ranging from 9,875 to 164,585 coyotes in the 
Cesper District. Using these three indices, it can be shown that coyote populations are increasing. 


Following a 2-month gestation period, coyotes may bear four to eight pups. Typically, a population of 100 
coyotes would produce 180 young each year and the mortality rate would range from 24 to 76 percent. 
Food availability has a strong influence on iter size and survival but, as yet, the carrying capacity of coyote 
habitat in terms of prey abundance cannot be evaluated on an absolute basis (USD! 196 1a; Voight and Berg 








1987). 


in 1990, the General Accounting Office report provides an estimate of 8,030 coyotes killed by hunting and 
trapping in Wyoming per year, over a 10-year average (1979-1988). Casper comprises 34 percent of the 
state in area. ADC harvest in the Casper District accounts for 36 percert of the total ADC harvest (1992 
date) and Rt is probably safe to assume that between 34-36 percent of the sport harvest is also from the 
Casper District, or approximately 2,811 coyotes (35 percent). if we assume that this figure accurately 
reflects sport harvest today, then the proportion of sport harvest from the Casper District is 

2,811 coyotes or 9.4 percent of the population. The combined annual harvest (ADC + H&T) of 5,447 
animals or 18.3 percent of the estimated coyote population is within the range for many other western states 
for which there is comparable data (see Table 4-25 in the 1993 Supplemental EIS for ADC from APHIS). 
Prices paid for coyote pelts for the fur trade fell during 1963/1964 and have remained fairly low ever since. 
This has contributed to the reduced take of coyotes by sport hunters hoping to make money selling coyote 


pots. 


Predator/Prey Relationships 
Figure 3 compares the number of cottontail rabbits taken by hunters, the number of sheep and lamb losses, 





more coyotes were taken in 1993 by APHIS-ADC action. 
Predator/prey relationships generally cycle over a seven year period (Figure 3). Rabbit (prey) populations 











Cottontail rabbk population in Wyoming is down and the predator populations are 
predators to seek alternate prey sources, which include livestock and wiidiife 
for a year or two and then the predators begin to decline without their primary 
predators, ittle competition for forage, etc., then the prey species begin to 
repeats Resell. A year or two later the predators hit their low in the cycle, which also takes the pressure off 
of the sheep and lambs (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 3 
This predator/prey cycle is important as it explains variations in sheep/lamb predation arc: | I also 
with limited ADC control in 1993 (due to the BLM reducing ADC activities}, .. * “ber of 





taken by ADC increased - there were more coyotes (higher population) and the number of 
sheep/lambe taken by predation increased - they became the alternate food source. Coyote numbers will 
most likely be decreasing over the next few years due to the loss of their major prey species. 


Red Fox/Swit Fox 


Red fox (Vulpee fulva) occur throughout the district in habitats associated with lower elevation riparian or 

lands and are also a frequent target of ADC actions. Like the coyote, the red fox has adapted 
to a wide range of habitat types and foods. While kt ranges from deep forests to the most exposed tundra, 
R prefers a mbdure of forest and meadows. Red foxes are also opportunistic feeders, eating foods in 
proportion to their availability. They are omnivores and eat rabbits, mice, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fruits, 
and com. Foxes also prey on lambs and have become a problem on nearly all lambing ranges within the 
Gistrict. 


Red foxes are reproductively mature at one year and can bear up to 13 young in a litter. Population 


Genekties range from 0.3 to 2.6 per square mile giving an estimated red fox population range for the Casper 
District of 9,875 to 85,584 animals. Red foxes may live up to 12 years, but annual mortality has been 
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reported as high as 80 percent (Voight, et al. 1985). 





The red fox has expanded its range within the Casper District from concentrations in and around the farming 
and agricultural areas to areas along the major rivers to expanded zones around these areas. Frequent 
reports are received by the WGFD that the red fox populations have increased substantially over the past 
couple of years, along with the coyote, eagle, and raven, which may be one factor contributing to sage 
Grouse population decline in eastern Wyoming. One possible theory for the red fox expansion is that they 
have expanded to fill niches vacated by the more dominate predator (wolf and/or coyote) which has been 
eliminated or reduced and the increase in riparian productiity/vegetation and the increase of 
Cover /habitat/prey base through the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). 


An indication of red fox population changes utilized by APHIS-ADC is a comparison of the number of red 
foxes taken by predator control activities compared on a yearly basis. Because APHIS-ADC methodologies, 
emphasis, and the number of personne! remains relatively the same year-to-year, then increases or 
Gecreases in the red fox (or coyote) populations can generally be correlated to the number of animais taken 
by APHIS-ADC operations, i.e.; it ADC takes more animais in a given year, then the population would most 
likely be increasing over the previous year (also see discussion on predator /prey relationships). Because 









the numbers of predators taken generally follows a trend (see Table 2 and Figure 3) and isn't erratic (other 
than through weather, diesase or other limiters), this indication is generally accurate. APHIS-ADC records 
show an increase in the number of red foxes taken between 1986 and 1992 (438 in 1986 to 1,906 in 1992 - 
see Table 2). This would suggest @ substantial increase in the red fox population in Wyoming over this 
period. The decline of fox taken in 1993 from those in 1992 resulted from the implementation of the 
emergency control procedures which emphasized orily confirmed losses and target animals (Table 2). 





Jackrabbit, Porcupine, Raccoon, and Skunk 


Both the bieck-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus) and white-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus townsendi) occur 
within the district. The white-tailed is by far the most prevalent species. Low shrub-grassiands 





Porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum) occur throughout the district. They may be seen in deciduous and 
coniferous forests, and sometimes in shrubiands or prairies, miles from the nearest trees. Raccoon (Procyon 
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Since the biack-footed ferret is almost exclusively and obligately associated with the prairie dog (Cynomys 
spp.), historical range of this mustelid is nearly identical to that of three prairie dog species. Two of these 





ountabibane temec te eanaleeten from Glenrock to Dougies, and between Glendo and Guernsey 
reservors. 


Eight baid eagle nests have also been identified, and management of these areas are discussed in the Piatte 
River, Newcastle, and Buffalo resource area RMPs as well as the Fina! Bald Eagle Habitat Management Plan 
for the Platte River Resource Area and Jackson Canyon ACEC. 


Peregrine Falcon 


The peregrine faicon is a medium-sized raptor, which is highly migratory as is much of its prey. it breeds 
in the forest regions of Alaska and the Yukon Territory, and south of the tree line in northem and eastern 
Canada to northern Mexico. The faicon winters from southern United States to South America, with northem 


populations tending to winter further south (USFWS 1992). 
Extensive use of organochlorine pesticides is considered the primary reason for the decline of peregrine 


falcons (USFWS 1991). Since restrictions were placed on the use of DOT in the early 1970s, populations 
stabilized, and in 1978 began to increase. Population increases continue to the present in nearly all areas. 
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The typical sheep operation is comprised of seven periods of activity in the annual cycle of sheep 
husbandry. These are generally described by the Tigner and Larson study (1977). The Tigner and Larson 
Study was conducted in the Rawlins BLM District between 1973 and 1975. it was a 3-year research study, 
under the Division of Research, U.S. Fish and Wildilfe Service, conducted to determine the magnitude and 


causes of sheep loss during range operations in the mountain West. Five southern Wyoming sheep 





ranching operations were closely monitored year-round. This study is referenced because It was completed 
in Wyoming and although the lands in the Rawiins District are of a higher percentage of BLIM ownership than 
the Casper District, the overaii similarity serves as an appropriate example of sheep ranching operations for 
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the Casper District. 


Summer Grazing - Usually during the period of July through September sheep graze the mountain allotments 
located on the National f-orests. A few cperators remain on BLM allotments during the summer period. 


Sorting and Shipping - in September, the sheep are trailed, or occasionally hauled by truck, from the 
summer range to the operator's shipping point. Here lambs (except for replacement ewes) are separated 
and shipped either to a farming area for further fattening or directly to market. Winter herds (bands) of 
about 2,000 ewes and replacement ewes-lambe are readied for trailing to winter range. 


Trailing to Winter Range - Trailing to winter range may take a week to ten days depending on how far the 
operator's shipping point is from his winter range allotment. Predation occurs during this period, but is 
generally light since the sheep are maintained in a fairly tight bunch and guard dogs and herders are near. 


Winter Range Use - October through March is usually the winter use period. Rams are put with the ewes 
for breeding about mid-December and removed about mid-January. The ewes graze on the winter range 
until shearing, mid-April to mid-May. The winter period is the second highest period of death loss during 
the year. Causes include exposure, starvation, predation, disease and poisonous plants, and accidents. 
Tigner and Larson found during this season, for the five sheep operations studied, a 3-year average 
confirmed loss due to all causes at 2.6 percent lambs and 1.6 percent ewes. Thirty-nine (39) percent of the 
lamb loss and 22 percent of the ewe loss was due to predation. For lambs lost, exposure was the next 
highest at 38 percent, with accidents and disease following at 9 and 8 percent, respectively. For ewes lost, 
disease /polsonous plants was highest at 32 percent, and accidents 19 percent. 


Trailing to Spring Range - Trailing to spring (lambing) range may take a week to ten days depending on how 
far the operator's range is from his winter range allotment. Predation occurs during this period, but is 
generally light since the sheep are maintained in a fairly tight bunch and guard dogs and herders are near. 
Some operators shear their sheep at pens while still on thelr winter range. Following shearing, they trail 
thelr sheep to lambing range. 


Spring Shearing/Lambing - At the shearing pens in April, often located at or near the ranch headquarters, 
ewes are sheared and then herded to a nearby lambing range. Range lambing then begins by forming 
herds of about 1,000 to 2,000 ewes as they leave the shearing pens in late April or early May. Herds are 
usually tended by herders throughout lambing. Lambing begins about May 10. ; 


When the first S00 ewes have lambed, the ewes and their lambs are then gathered so the lambs can be tail- 
docked, marked, and castrated. When 500 more ewes have lambed and the lambs are docked, marked and 
Castrated, then these two bands of 500 ewes and thelr lambs are combined into a lambing or summer herd 
of 1,000 ewes and lambs. They are then moved away to wait for trailing to summer range. 


The lambing season is the period of highest death loss. This Is the period in a sheep's life, particularly as 
newbom lambs, when it is most vulnerable to a variety of natural, ilfe threatening causes. These causes 





ao tien 
highest cause of mortality after docking, while weather caused mortality was the highest before 
Adukh sheep were generally most affected by coyotes except during 1983 and 1964, which were years of 
harsh winter weather. 
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TABLE 4 


Livestock on Wyoming Farms and Ranches within the Casper District 


by County’ 
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In cooperation 


“Wyoming Agricultural Statistics 1993. 
USDA, Cheyenne, Wyoming. 
*The southwest comer of Natrona County is within the Lander Resource Area of the Rawlins District. 
Public land surface in Natrona County covers 1,170,374 acres in the Casper District. 
%* Zi 


‘Wyoming Agricultural Statistics Service, 1993. 
with the Wyoming Dept. of Agriculture. NASS, 








SHEEP & LAMB LOSSES 
COYOTES AND WEATHER (WASS, 1983) 
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Figure 4 
Tigner and Larson found during this season, ‘or the five sheep operations studied, a 3-year average 
confirmed loses due to all causes at 12.8 percent lambs and 1.3 percent ewes. Sbdeen (16) percent of the 


lamb loss and 10 percent of the ewe loss was due to predation. For lambs lost, starvation and exposure 
was higher, at 18 and 17 percert, reepectively. For ewes lost, disease/polsonous plants and accidents were 
higher, at 27 and 25 percent, respectively. 


Trailing to Summer Range - in June or July, a8 lambing is completed, and lambs docked, males castrated, 





of the killing (WGFD Lawes, 23-1-001 and 23-3-115). 


In an attempt to reduce predator losses, sheep operators use herders. One to two herders accompany each 
ber-d of sheep on summer and winter ranges. Lambing is the most difficuk time as herders are spread thin. 
One herder must stay with the earlyambing ewe herd while the other stays with the ewes not yet lambed 
or in the process of lambing (drop bunch). Whether on lambing range, summer range or winter range, 
herders must constantly be alert for anything that may cause the loss of an animal. The importance of a 
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competent herder at ail times is critical. Tigner and Larson noted that *...Although there are still a few good 
middle-aged herders and a few old-timers in thelr sixties, most of the herders hired are young and 
inexperienced. The combination of inexperience and poor supervision of the herders resulted in mixing of 
herds, accidents, missing sheep, death and abandonment on the lambing grounds, scattering of the herds, 
oe Good competent herders are very hard 
to 


Tigner and Larson found that predators were responsible for indirect damage to herds as well as outright 
killing. Scattering of a herd by predators, particularly a drop bunch (ewes giving birth that drop out of the 
slowly moving lambing herd to tend their young) during lambing, cause some ewes and their lambs to 
become seperated so that lambs die from starvation, trampling, or exposure without their death being 
attributed to predation. 


Tigner and Larson also noted that while the wild predators may take the weak and sick first, domestic sheep 
are 80 defenseless that k makes itie difference whether lambs are healthy or not - coyotes, fox, or bear kill 
them with ease. in fact, i is possible that the healthier, more active lambs attract the attention of predators 
more. 


Recreation activities occur throughout the Casper District. Recreational activities are considered an 
important use of the public lands by the local citizens and the visiting public. Most of the recreation use 
On public lands occurs during the snow-free periods with the summer and fall seasons receiving the highest 
use. However, winter use also occurs, but the level of human use during this period is generally very limited 
Or non-existent on most of the BLM lands within the district where most of the APHIS-ADC activity would 
occur. Some of the activities that occur in areas where predator control activities would take piace include: 


Spring/Summer - Off-road vehicle use, sightseeing, bird watching, hiking, horseback riding, 
photography, fishing, rock hounding, camping, and fuelwood gathering occur. Localized high levels of 
public use occurs at prominent points and stretches along the historic Oregon/Califomia/Mormon and 
Bozeman Trails. Perennial streams with fishing potential also receive localized high use by visitors 
during this period. Some hunting seasons begin in the late summer months such as upland game birds 
(grouse), antelope, and archery season for big game. Many people bring their dogs with them on these 
various recreational activities. Dog owners train their dogs for hunting, field trial, sledding, etc. These 
activities may not be compatible with various APHIS-ADC control methods. 


Fall - Hunting (big game, small game, waterfow!) is the primary activity that occurs during this period, 
with lower leveis of the other types of recreational activity listed under spring/summer continuing. Many 
hunters use dogs in the pursult of upland game birds and waterfowl. 


Winter - Hunting (small game, late big game seasons, predators) and trapping are probably the highest 
level of winter use that occurs, with snowmobiling, cross country skiing, and dog sledding representing 
other recreational uses. 











As noted in Table 4, approximately 407,000 sheep and 675,000 cattle were on northeastern Wyoming farms 
and ranches in 1993, with many utilizing BLM lands at some time during the year. This level of production 
represents a significant part of Wyoming's livestock production (50 percent of the cattle and 57 percent of 
the sheep in 1993). Approximately 1,281 livestock operators (1,108 cattle and 173 sheep) graze livestock 
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on public lands administered by the BLM in the Casper District in 1991. These operators and their families 
are Gependemt upon the income from their ranching operations for their livelincod. The value of 
Cattie/caives, sheep/lambs, and wool within the State of Wyoming in 1992 was estimated at $463 million 


(WASS 1993). 


The Wyoming Agricultural Statistical Service's 1993 analysis found that statewide, sheep producers lost an 
estimated 143,000 sheep and lambs to all causes Guring 1992, 10 percent more than in 1991. Predators 
accounted for 60 percent of the total death losses while weather related deaths accounted for 8 percent of 
aii losees. Table 5 provides, by county, APHIS-ADC recorded verified confirmed sheep losees incurred by 
livestock operators Gus to coyote predation within the Casper District. Coyotes are the primary predator 
of sheep and lambs in Wyoming, in 1992 accounting for 78 percers of the total predator losses and 47 
percent of all losses. in 1992 sheep producers lost 86,300 sheep and lambs to predators, of which 67,300 
were lost to coyotes followed by fox and eagles. An increase of 27 percent in sheep and lamb losses due 
to predation occurred in 1992 over 1991, with coyote losses incawasing by 31 percent. in 1993 sheep 
producers lost $7,500 sheep and lambs to predators, of which 72,000 were attributed to coyotes. 


Depredation incidents - Each yeer, the Wyoming Agricultural Statistics Service consolidates sheep and lamb 
losses. A substantial trend increase has occurred over the pest several years (Figure 1); 13.3 percent 
increase from 1967 to 1968, 18.5 percent decrease to 1989 (non-predator losses were the highest in 9 years 
Gus to weather), 26.1 percent to 1990, 16.9 percent increase to 1991, 31.2 percent increase to 1992, and 
a 7.0 percent increase to 1993. An increase of 13 percent in sheep and lamb losses due to predation (from 
1962 to 1993), with coyote losses increasing by 7.0 percent. This is the fourth consecutive year with an 
increase in sheep and lamb losses due to coyctss. 


The economic loss to sheep and lamb producers caused by predators in 1992 was an estimated $3,303,800. 
Total loss to all causes was estimated at $5,857,500 (WASS, 94-03). Tigner and Larson (1977), during the 
period of 1973 through 1975, conducted an intensive three-yeer study of sheep losses from ali causes on 
five Wyoming ranches in the BLM Rawlins District. About 6,000 ewes and their lambs were monitored each 
yeer during lambing, summer, and winter grazing seasons. The study showed lamb loss was greater than 
ewe, and spring losses were always greater than summer and winter losses combined. Of 4,440 dead sheep 
examined, predators killed 1,030 or 23 percert. Disease killed the most ewes (26 percent), with predation 
the second most often cause of death (18 percent) of which coyotes caused 77 percent, black bears 11 
percent, and golden eagles 9 percent. 


Cattle (predominately calves) losses to predation were much lower and are currently quantitatively unknown, 
but all call losses amounted to roughly 25,000 in Wyoming in 1992, an overall loss to all causes of 
approximately 3.6 percent, based on 591,000 beef cows calving in Wyoming (Woodard and Hixon, 2/94). 
Cattie/call losses to predation are currently being compiled for 1994 and following by the Wyoming 
Agricultural Statistics Service, NASS, USDA, in Cheyenne, Wyoming. 


Statewide, sheep producers in Wyoming lost $4.2 million from sheep and lamb deaths due to predators in 
1993. Th’> was up 27 percent from $3.3 million in 1982. Coyotes alone cost producers $3.1 million in 1993. 
This is a significant amount and attributable to an increase in both higher prices for sheep and more head 


lost (WASS 1993). 
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TABLE 5 
APHIS-ADC VERIFIED LOSSES TO COYOTES IN FISCAL VEARS 1992 & 1983 






























































humane methods of control in accordance with provisions of the Act. 
Funds for predator control activities originate from federal government 





19983 over 1902 were to increase aerial contro! on winter and lambing ranges due to increases in sheep 
losses to an apparent increase in coyote and fox populations. 





2 Johnson, Campbell, and Converse are counties with which APHIS does not have agreements with local 
predator control boards, so no predator control has been accomplished by APHIS. 
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to survive severe winter conditions. if efforts are made to ensure that animals are not present in the areas 
prior to ADC efforts being initiated impacts would be insignificant. 
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Under this alternative some game birds, (most likely sage grouse) could be negatively impacted ff ADC 
activities were to occur when birds are concentrated in crucial habitats. in areas of heavy predation, ADC 
actions may have a beneficial impact on some populations of both upland game birds and waterfowl by 
reducing pressures from predators. A reduction in fox numbers when populations are high can also reduce 
waterfowl nest predation. By applying the limited control areas in Chapter 2 impacts to game birds should 
be reduced and the impacts should be insignificant. 


Raptors 


Under this alternative, few impects would be anticipated to raptors, either nesting, fledgling, or wintering in 
the district. Raptors, as migratory birds are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), would not 
be significantly impacted because all ADC activities, whether on public or private lands are required to 
comply with the provisions of the MBTA and other appropriate wildiife protection legisiation (such as the 
Endangered Species Act). Prairie dog contro! could reduce some habitat for burrowing owls. With the 
application of controls on ADC in areas of baid eagle wintering concentration areas and in raptor nesting 
arees the impact on raptors should be minimized and the impacts insignificant. 


Nongame Animais 


Under this alternative, no significant impacts are expected to occur to nongame animal species. The most 
likely nongame species to be impacted by ADC activities are white-tailed and biack-tailed prairie dogs. The 
use of the M-44, although canid specific, could increase the risk of taking noncanid, nontarget species. 
These would include badger, skunk, raccoon, black bear, mountain lion, bobcat, and domestic dog and cat. 
However, with implementation of the restrictions defined in Chapter 2 including the EPA Use Restrictions, 
Appendix B, the likelihood of non-target species being taken can be reduced. Only a small number of 
nontarget species are taken each year by APHIS-ADC in Wyoming (Table 2). 


With the majority of animal damage control taking place on state and private lands (95.3 percent of land 
surface) the impacts of animal damage contro! on the public lands would be insignificant. 


Prairie dogs and other small mammals could accidently be caught in leghold traps, but this occurrence 
should be rare. Additional prairie dog populations would be impacted through any rodent control activities 
which might be undertaken by APHIS-ADC. These populations are very localized and are removed to reduce 
or eliminate Gamage being caused by the rodent. The overall impacts are expected to be insignificant to 
general nongame population levels. 


Predators /ADC Control 


Coyotes represent the primary target of ADC actions within the Casper District. An average of 5,891 coyotes 
were killed be APHIS-ADC in Wyoming between 1986 and 1990. in 1992, 2,360 coyotes were killed by 
APHIS-ADC and 2,636 in 1993 in the seven counties that had agreements with APHIS-ADC. in January 1994 
Natrona County did not renew their agreement with APHIS-ADC. An average of 810 red foxes per year were 
killed by APHIS-ADC between 1986 and 1990 in Wyoming. Control of all the other species noted in Table 
1 is generally localized and species specific, using control methods designed for individual control situations. 
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impacts to nontarget predators, furbearers, or trophy game animals during control actions for any individual 
species would occur from time to time, but the overall impacts are anticipated to be minimal. State wildiile 
agencies reported that no swift fox were taken by ADC between 1979 and 1968. An annual average of 109 


swift fox were taken by hunting and trapping (GAO Report, 1990). 


With a coyote population density ranging from 0.3 to 5.0 per square mile the percentage of population taken 
by ADC would range from 1.4 - 24.0 percent in 1992 to 1.6 - 26.0 percent in 1993. Using a population 
deneity of 0.9 coyotes per square mile (Predator Damage in the West, 1978, USFWS Report) there would 
be a total of 29,625 coyotes in the Casper District. 





Total Human Caused Mortality 
APHIS-ADC and Non-APHIS-ADC Actions 
Class of Mortality Coyote # % Population® 
APHIS-ADC Control (1993) 2,636 (1993) 8.9% 
Non-APHIS-ADC** 2,811 9.4% 
Total 5,447 18.3% 


* Calculated as percert of population density of 0.9 coyotes/sq.mi. 


** Non APHIS-ADC harvest is based upon the 1982 Program Evaluation from APHIS-ADC where they 
reported that statewide 7,302 coyotes were harvested. 


in 1980, the General Accounting Office report provides estimates of 8,030 coyotes killed by hunting and 
trapping in Wyoming over a 10-year average (1979-1968). The Casper District comprises 34 percent of the 
state in area. ADC harvest in the Casper District accounts for 36 percent of the total ADC harvest (1992 data) 
and it is probably safe to assume that between 34-36 percent of the sport harvest is also from Casper or 
approximately 2,811 coyotes. if we &ssume that this figure accurately reflects sport harvest today then the 
proportion of sport harvest from the Casper District is approximately 2,811 coyotes or 9.4 percent of the 
population. The combined annual harvest (ADC plus hunting and trapping) of 5,447 animals or 18.3 percent 
of the estimated coyote This is within the range for many other western states for which there 
ls comperable data (see Table 4-25 in the 1993 Supplemental EIS for ADC from APHIS-ADC). Even if you 
doubled the total ADC and hunting and trapping harvest or cut the population by 50% to .45 animals per 
square mile you would still fall well below the level of annual mortality that would impact the viability of the 
population. Connally & Longhurst's 1975 model indicates that you would have to harvest 75 percent of the 


population for 50 years before eliminating it. 












Wilderness Study Areas 


There are no WSAs within the counties that are currently under agreement with APHIS-ADC. No ADC actions 
are proposed that affect the WSAs; therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 


Public Health and Safety 


Wht the application of the human control zones, limited contro! areas, such as bird hunting areas and dog 
training areas, contact between the public and ADC should be minimized. The EPA restriction on the use 
Se rn ee ee 
the public. All anticipated impacts to public health and safety have been addressed in this alternative. No 
impacts are expected to public health and safety. 
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Economic impacts 


The purpose of ADC is to *. . . protect America’s agriculture, facilities, and structures, and natural resources, 
and to safeguard public health and safety . . .“ (USDA, APHIS-ADC 1990b). in Wyoming, the primary 
beneficiary of ADC services are sheep producers, and to a lesser degree, cattle producers. To accomplish 
this migsion in Wyoming, APHIS-ADC was funded approximately $1.45 million in fiscal year 1990 (USDA, 
APHIS-ADC 19908). Funds for ADC originate mainly from federal and cooperative (state and county) 
sources. Livestock operators reported sheep/lamb losses of $3.3 million for 1992 and $4.2 million for 1993 
(USDA, APHIS-ADC 1993). Expenditures arid loss estimates are not tabulated on a county basis. Thirteen 
percent of the sheep produced in Wyoming in 1993 (Table 4) came from the 6 counties within the planned 
control areas of the APHIS-ADC proposed action, and would roughly equate to a $546,000 loss of sheep 
and lambs due to predation. GLM manages 4.7% of the land within those counties. 


Table 5 shows the reported livestock losses which APHIS-ADC personne! have verified as kilis by coyotes. 
They only have reports from those counties with which they have operation agreements. 


Under this alternative, expenditures would be about the same as during fiscal year 1990 (statewide). ADC 
activities have a positive economic impact on livestock producers, and help to provide some rural 
communities (where ADC personne! reside, and where services are provided) with some economic stability. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service consultation memorandum and biological opinion to USDA-APHIS-ADC, 
Washington, 0.C., dated July 28, 1992, is referenced in the assessment of potential impacts do threatened 
or endangered species (see Appendix A}. 


Back-Footed Ferret. Compliance with the 26 EPA restrictions on the use of M-44s and other pian 
restrictions would lead to no impacts on biack-footed ferrets. 


The biological opinion was that the loss of a singie biack-footed ferret would constitute jeopardy to the 
species, but f the reasonable and prudent alternatives identified in the formal consultation with the FWS 
were followed, an incidental take of a black-footed ferret would not take place. 








Bald Eagle. Under this alternative, no impacts would occur that would be a threai to the continued 
existence of bald eagles or thelr habitats because all ADC actions, whether on public or private lands, are 
required to comply with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act. The proposed action also requires 
that aerial hunting not be conducted between November 1 and March 31 when baid eagles are concentrated 
in the specific areas identified on Map 1. This would avoid harassing, wounding or killing any bald eagles 
that are in the area. 


The biological opinion was that the proposed action would not jeopardize the bald eagle population or its 
habkat and thet if the reasonable and prudent alternatives identified in the formal consultation with the FWS 
were followed, an incidental take of a bald eagle would not take place. 


Peregrine Falcon. Under this alternative, no impacts would occur to the continued existence of peregrine 
falcons or thelr habitats because all ADC activities, whether on public or private lands, are required to 
comply with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act. By protecting the raptor nesting areas through 
the limited control restrictions impacts to raptor should be avoided. 


The biological opinion was that the proposed action would not jeopardize the peregrine falcon population 
or kts habitat. 
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The impects of implementing this alternative would be the same as those described in the proposed action 
with the following additions. 





APHIS-ADC would also be allowed to implement contro! activities in Johnson, Campbell, Natrona, and 
Converse counties f agreements were developed with the local predator boards or with local individuals. 
The animal damage control actions described in this alternative would apply to all public lands in the Casper 
District including those lands in Campbell, Converse, Johnson and Natrona County. This would allow APHIS- 
ADC to enter into agreements with the Predator Control Boards or with individual livestock operators in 
those counties to perform anime! Gamage control according to the approved ADC pian. The BLM 
administered lands in all the counties makes up 10.9 percent of the surface ownership (see Table 1). 


The additional restrictions for dog training areas, baid eagle concentration Areas, and the biack-footed ferret 
reirtroduction se would provide more protection in those areas. 


Wildiife Resourcec 
Same as the APHIS-ADC proposed action 


Wildemess Study Areas (WSA) 

Animal Gamage contro! could occur within the WSAs in the Casper District if the restrictions outlined in 
BLM Manual H-8550-1, “interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review” 
are adhered to. Any impacts to WSAs should be insignificant. 




















Public Health and Safety 
Further restrictions on the use of contro! devices (traps, snares 10 M-44s) and aerial gunning plus 
prohibiting calling, denning and shooting when individuals and ther dogs are in the area should 
eliminate the potential of creating a public hazard in the area. impacts to public health and safety should 
be insignificant. 


Eoonomic impacts 

The economic impacts of this alternative would be similar to that of the proposed action. The difference 
would be that ADC would be available to the four counties that are not currently under agreement with 
AHPIS. This would have a positive impact on the livestock operators in those counties by making 
avellable the services of APHIS-ADC on the public lands. Predation on livestock could be reduced. 
Expenditures and loss estimates are not tabulated on a county basis. Fifty-seven percent of the sheep 
produced in Wyoming in 1993 (Table 4) came from the 10 counties within the Casper District and would 
roughly equate to @ 2.39 million dollar loss of sheep and lambs due to predation. The percent of BLM 
managed land in all 10 counties is 11% (see Table 1). 


Threatened and Endangered Species 


Bald Eagles 
No aerial hunting would be allowed in bald eagle wintering concentration areas between November 
1 and March 31. This restriction would eliminate any conflict between aerial gunning and the baid 
eagle. No ADC will be conducted in the Jackson Canyon ACEC (a bald eagle concentration 
Area)withou prior authorization from the BLM thereby reducing any possible impact to baid eagies. 
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Biack-footed Ferret Reintroduction Area 
in addition to the restrictions in the proposed action the total restriction on prairie dog control in any 
bieck-footed ferret reintroduction area and specific measures to avoid capture or injury to ferrets 
should eliminate any impact to the ferrets. Some ADC is applied within the biack-footed ferret 
retroduction area to reduce depredation on the ferrets. This would be a positive impact for 
reitroduction efforts for the biack-footed ferrets. 


Altemative 2: ADC in 10 Counties with no M-44s and limited stee! trap and snare 
use (Preferred Altemative) 


The impacts of implementing this altemative would be the same as those described for ARermative 1 with 
the following additions. 








This aRtemative would not approve the use of M-446 on the public lands in the Casper District. No steel leg- 
hold traps or snares would be authorized on the public lands in Goshen, Niobrara and Platte Counties. All 
other non-lethal and lethal methods described in the Proposed Action would be approved for use. The use 
of M-446 would not be authorized for use on the public lands in the Casper District due to the statewide 
public controversy as to thelr use and the potential hazard to public health and safety in the use of the 
Pubic lands. No steel leg-hoid traps or snares would be authorized on the public lands in Goshen, Niobrara 
or Platte counties to protect the swift fox a Federal Category 2 Candidate Species. animal damage contro! 
would apply to all public lands within the Casper District as described in ARernative 1 in Chapter ii. 


Predators, Furbearers,and Trophy Game 
The elimination of the use of M-44s on the public land may reduce the total number of coyotes 
taken and reduce the incidental take of other predators and furbearers from the public land. in 1992, 
approximately 11 percent (270) and in 1993, 6 percent (155) of the coyotes killed in the seven 
reporting counties were taken with the M-44s (see Table 3). The number of coyotes that would have 





been taken by M-44 devices would probably be taken through the increased use of other approved 
methods. 





The removal of the authorization to use steel leg-hold traps and snares in Goshen, Niobrara and 
Platte counties would have only a minor affect on the number of predators removed and upon the 
ability of APHIS-ADC to conduct predator control. The percent of public lands in those counties is 
small with 1.8 percent in Goshen, 7.4 percent in Niobrara and 6.0 percent in Platte County. in 1992 
only 34 coyotes were killed and in 1993 16 coyotes were killed in all ttvee counties. The majority 
of ADC would be conducted on private or state lands. 


The Genial of use of M-446, steel leg-hold traps, and snares would decrease the take of red fox 
from the public lands. 


Public Health and Safety 

Removal of the use of M-44s on the public lands would reduce the potential of incidental contact by 
members of the public or by domestic dogs with the sodium cyanide. The overall potential impact of 
ADC on public health and safety would be reduced. Overall impacts would be insignificant. 


Economic impacts 
By removing the authorization of the use of M-44s on the public lands fewer coyotes could be removed 


and therefore possibly increasing the predation on livestock. in 1992 11 percent and in 1993, 6 percent 
(Table 3) of the coyotes killed in the seven counties were taken through the use of M-44s. Other 
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methods of animal damage control such as trapping and shooting should help to decrease the pressure 

from predators on local livestock operations. Overall impacts from this alternative should be insignificant. 
Threatened and Endangered Species 

With the removal of the use of M-44s, the risk to the taking of threatened and endangered species 

should be greatly reduced. This would lessen any possible impacts. 


By removal of the authorization to use steel leg-hold traps and snares on the public lands in Goshen, 
Niobrara and Platte Counties the risk of taking the swift fox from the public lands would be removed. 
The potential of taking a swift fox from the private and state lands would still remain due the large 
percent of private and state lands in those counties. 


ARemafive 3: No Action (No Animal Damage Controf 


Akemative 3 would assurre that there would be no animal damage contro! activities conducted on the public 
lands in the Casper District. APHIS-ADC, under agreements with County Predator Animal Boards and 
individual livestock operators would conduct animal damage control activities on private and stats lands 
utilizing all methods of contro! including M-44s. 


Wildilfe Resources 
Without animal damage contro! on the public lands a small percent of the predators normally taken 
would not be killed or removed. This could have a negative impact in thai predation on game bird and 
waterfowl populations and projects such as the reintroduction effort for the black-footed ferret could 
increase. 


Public Health and Safety 
The removal of animal damage control from the public lands would eliminate any possible contact 
between the public and any ADC activities on those lands (approximately 2 percent). The potential risk 
to public health and safety wouid still exist for ADC activities which take place on private and state land 
within the counties. 


Economic impacts 
There could be an increase in livestock losses especially during the lambing season and on winter range 
when the ADC programs are most effective on predation. With the public lands making up a small 
percent of the total land ownership in the Casper District increased animal damage control could occur 
using all methods, both lethal and nonlethal on the private and state lands. This would account for the 
opportunity lost on the public lands. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 
increased predation of threatened and endangered species could occur with no animal damage control 
on the public lands. 





The same restrictions would apply to this alternative as are outlined in Altemative 1, except that APHIS-ADC 
would be precluded from performing preventative predator control. Since APHIS-ADC wouid not be able 
to implement contro! measures until an actual livestock loss is confirmed, control measures would not be 
implemented in areas historically prone to predator losses prior to moving livestock into them. This would 
have an economic impact on livestock operators because predator numbers would not be reduced before 
livestock are moved in. in other words, losses which may have been prevented would have to take place 
before control measures could be implemented. it may also allow predator populations to gradually 
increase. Since the emergency procedures were initiated, 46 requests from April 1993 to the end of January 
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1994 have been approved for emergency control. Emergency procedures have resulted in 101 coyotes 
killed. Also during this time, there was actual confirmation that 118 sheep were killed by coyotes. No other 
predators have been taken by APHIS-ADC during this timeframe. 


Wildilfe Resources 
Same as alternative 1. 


Wilderness Study Areas 
Same as altemative 1. 


Public Health and Safety 
Same as akemative 1 


Economic impacts 
There were no changes in impacts over the proposed action or alternative 1. More coyotes were taken 
during 1993 when the emergency procedures were in place than in previous years when restrictions 
were less. Part of the explanation jor this is the increase in coyote populations following a period of 
years when rabbit populations were high. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 
Same as alternative 1 


Cumulative impacts 


in 1992 there were a total of 7,320 coyotes killed in Wyoming by APHIS-ADC and in 1993 a total of 7,875 
coyotes taken. A total of 1,906 and 1,253 red fox were taken in 1992 and 1993 respectively. in the Casper 
District a total of 2,360 coyotes in 1992 and 2,636 coyotes in 1993 were taken. The overall upward trend of 
the number of coyotes taken statewide indicates that the overall populaticn of coyotes is also on the 
increase. The coyote populations gre responsive more to the populations of rabbits than to ADC. The 
population cycles of coyotes lags behind the peak of the rabbit population cycle which peaked in 1990 and 
1992 (FIGURE 2). Figure 3 shows the relationship of the rabbits harvested, coyotes taken and the number 
of sheep/lamb losses by coyotes. This figure shows the general trend between the populations. 


With a coyote population density ranging from 0.3 to 5.0 per square mile the percentage of population take 
by ADC would range from 1.4 - 24.0 percent in 1992 to 1.6 - 26.0 percent in 1993. Using a population 
density of 0.9 coyotes per square mile (Predator Damage in the West, 1978, USFWS Report) there would 
be a total of 29,625 coyotes in the Casper Disirict. 


Total Human Caused Mortality 
APHIS-ADC and Non-APHIS-ADC Actions 
Ctass of Mortality Coyote # : 
APHIS-ADC Contro! (1993) 2,636 (1993) 8.9% 
Non-APHIS-ADC** 2,811 9.4% 
Total 5,447 18.3% 


* Calculated as percent of population density of 0.9 coyotes/sq.mi. 
** Non APHIS-ADC harvest is based upon the 1992 Program Evaluation from APHIS-ADC where they 
reported that statewide 7,302 coyotes were harvested. 
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in 1990, the General Accounting Office report provides estimates of 8,030 coyotes killed by hunting and 
trapping in Wyoming over a 10-year average (1979-1968). The Casper District comprises 34 percent of the 
state in area. ADC harvest in the Casper District accounts for 36 percent of the total ADC harvest (1992 data) 
and i is probably safe to assume that between 34-36 percent of the sport harvest is also from the Casper 
District or approximately 2,811 coyotes. if we assume that this figure accurately reflects sport harvest today 
then the proportion of sport harvest from the Casper District is approximately 2,811 coyotes or 9.4 percent 
of the population. The combined annual harvest (ADC plus hunting and trapping) of 5,447 animals or 18.3 
percent of the estimated coyote population. This is within the range for many other western states for which 
there is comperable data (see Table 4-25 in the 1993 Supplemental EIS for ADC from APHIS-ADC). Even 
# you doubled the total ADC and hunting and trapping harvest or cut the population by 50% to .45 animals 
per square mile you would still fall well below the level of annual mortality that would impact the viability 
of the population. Connally & Longhurst's 1975 model indicates that you would have to harvest 75 percent 


of the population for 50 years before eliminating it. 


in Wyoming the loss of sheep and lambs shows a marked increase in the value of livestock lost to 
predation, from $3.3 million in 1992 to $4.2 million in 1993. in the Casper District there was a decrease in 
the number of lambs lost between 1992 and 1993 and an increase in the number of ewes and calves lost. 


This represents only a small percentage of the livestock that may graze on the public lands. 


The small percentage of land surface that the BLM has management authority over in the Casper District 
and on which APHIS-ADC could have access to pursue animal damage control makes the level of 
cumulative impects attributable to the public lands insignificant. if you assume that 11 percent (percent of 
Public land) of the coyote kilis were attributable to the public land then only 289 coyotes (2,636 total) would 
have been killed under BLM authorization. 


Overall ADC activities would not add significantly to the cumulative impacts of the number of coyotes that 
are removed from the ecosystems in the Casper District or in v.\yoming or to the number of livestock lost 
from any of the alternatives. 


No significant cumulative environmental impacts should occur to coyote or fox populations or to non-target 
species populations. This conclusion is based on the premise that the overall goal of the APHIS-ADC 
program is to minimize predatory animal impacts on livestock and the livestock industry while complying 
with the strict measures to ensure maintenance of predatory populations and non-target species as well as 
the protection of domestic animals, public safety, and threatened and endangered species. Predator contro! 
has been ongoing since the beginning of this century and populations continue to thrive - cyclicly fluctuating 
under the influence of prey availability. Predatory animais on the public lands in the Casper District are not 
in danger of eradication. Research has demonstrated that the coyote and fox, the principle targets of 
predator control, readily adapt to changes in their environment, and that, because of their prolific nature, 
they are not threatened with deciine or eradication. 


Private predator control programs will occur if APHIS-ADC is denied lethal methods of control. in Alternative 
3, APHIS-ADC would not be available to provide assistance in situations where lethal methods of controi are 
needed on public lands. However lethal contro! of the coyote and red fox will continue to occur on public 
and private lands by the general public for recreatiun, be stockgrowers to protect their livestock, and by 
independents for the stockgrowers. These animals are classified by the WGFD as predators and are hunted 
and trapped for sport and fur. Without APHIS-ADC administering predator contro! activities on public lands, 
there would be little or no accountability for control methods used; less consistent and accurate monitoring 
of livestock losses, predators and non-target species taken; and less professional help in conducting control. 
This Could increase the opportunity for the abuse of control techniques, subsequent environmental damage, 
and potential for danger to humans, their pets, and non-target animals. 
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CHAPTER V. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 
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APPENDIX A 


BLM information Bulletin No. WY-94-060, “Clarification of Policy 
on Aerial Gunning for Predator Controf 


United States Department of the Interior 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


Wvomung State Office 6830 (932) 
P.O. Box 1828 
Chevenne. Wvoming 82003-1828 


November 10, 1993 


In Reply Refer To: 





Information Bulletin No. WY-94- 060 


To: District Managers 
From: State Director 
Subject: Clarification of Policy on Aerial Gunning for Predator Control 


Questions have arisen on the statewide policy on serial gunning for predator 
control by someone other than Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
(APHIS), over public lands administered by the Bureau. These persons are 
seeking the Bureau's permission to serial gun over the public lands we 
administer per the directions in the Wyoming Department of Agriculture 
Predatory Animal Control Regulations. 


A summary of the sajor provisions of these regulations include the following: 


. . « Persons desiring State permits must secure approval of individual county 
predator control Districts where they wish to hunt... ., no serial hunting 
over private property without written permission of the private property 
owner. . ., and written authorization from the appropriate Federal agency. 


The existing emergency control procedures apply only to APHIS actions. 
Predator Animal Boards (PABs) or those private individuals authorized by the 
PABs may perform predator control on or over Public Lands so long as they 
comply with all Wyoming State Statutes. 


Prior to issuing the authorization, the following is a suggested list of 
documentation and coordination actions to require: 


1. Require a copy of the supporting paperwork submitted by the local Predator 
Control District to the Wyoming Department of Agriculture, and/or ADC Fors 14. 


2. Require a copy of the permit granted by the State Department of 
Agriculture. 


3. Consult with APHIS on any concerns they say have with che request. 
Require written concurrence from APHIS for authorization. 


4. Seek the applicant's cooperation by personally discussing and reviewing 
the plans and constraints we have in place. 


$5 72. 
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This sequence of actions should provide a basis for our decision and continue 
our cooperation with APHIS, PABs and state government agencies. 


Any questions should be directed to Jim Murkin at 307-775-6113 or El Spencer 


at 307-775-6096. 


Distribution 

Director (240), Rm. 204, LS 
SCD (SC-210) 
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APPENDIX B 


M-44 CYANIDE CAPSULES; M-44 EPA USE 
RESTRICTIONS; EPA REGISTRATION NO. 35978-1 


in 


Using the M-44 in Coyote Damage Control, 
Wyoming Department of Agriculture, 1993 


The EPA placed 26 restrictions on the use of the M-44. These restrictions are part of the label, and 


must be followed completely. it is a violation of both federal and state law to “use a pesticide in a manner 
inconeistert with its labeling.” State law provides for a $500 fine, and one year in jail for subsequent 
offenses. Federal law provides for fines up to $25,000, and one year in jail. Following are the 26 EPA Use 
Restrictions, along with a brief explanation. 


1. 


Use of the M-44 device shall conform to all applicable federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations. 


Annual inspections by the Wyoming Department of Agriculture will ensure that applicators conform 
to all federal, state, and local laws and reguiations. 


Applicators shail be subject to such other regulations and restrictions as may be prescribed 
from time to time by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 


Applicators will be notified by the Wyoming Department of Agriculture if other regulations or 
restrictions are prescribed. 


Each applicator of the M-44 device shall be trained in: (1) safe handling of the capsules and 
device, (2) proper use of the antidote kit, (3) proper placement of the device, and (4) necessary 


This restriction requires that prior to using the M-44, the applicator must attend an approved training 
school, where these four issues will be discussed. 











M-44 devices and sodium cyanide capsules shail not be sold or transferred to, or entrusted to 
the care of any person not supervised or monitored by the Wyoming Department of Agriculture. 


This restriction allows only the licensed applicator to have capsules, and prohibits them from ¢-ing 
or selling them to any unlicensed applicator. Licensed M-44 applicators will be monitored, as per 
restriction #1. 


The M-44 device shail only be used to take wild canids: (1) suspected of preying on livestock, 


poultry, and federally designated threatened or endangered species, or (2) that are vectors of 
a communicable disease. 
s7.Ct«zj. 
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12. 


This restriction prohibits the use of the M-44 to protect game animais. 
The M-44 device shall not be used solely to taka enimais for the value of their fur. 
The M-44 cannot be used only to take furs, as its use is for the protection of livestock, poultry, and 


federally designated threatened or endangered species. it is legal to save the furs from coyotes and 
foxes taken by the M-44 coincidental to the protection of livestock. 


The M-44 device shall only be used on or within 7 miles of a ranch unit or allotment where 





is required to be accompanied by the 
resuR in delays, and the order will not be processed until the Record of Livestock 
Losses is on file. 


The M-44 device shall not be used: (1) in areas within national forests or other federal lands 
set aside for recreation use, (2) areas where exposure to the public and family pets is probabie, 
(3) in praiste dog towns, or (4) except for the protection of federally designated threatened or 
endangered species in national and state parks; national or state monuments; federally 
designated wildemess areas; and wildille refuge areas. 


The USDA/APHIS/ADC is the only authorized agency to use M-44 on federal land. The prairie dog 
town restriction is designated to protect the Black-Footed Ferret. in many cases prairie dog towns 
would be ideal M-44 locations, however, coyotes will cross other areas to reach the prairie Jog town, 
and suitable locations can be selected along coyote travel routes to and trom their destination. 




















it is the applicator's responsibility to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding any 
areas where federally listed threatened or endangered animal species might be adversely affected. 


One person other than the individual applicator shall have knowledge of the exact placement 
location of all M-44 devices in the field. 


This person's name is required to be on the reporting forms in the space provided. 


in areas where more than one governmental agency is authorized to place M-44 devices, the 
placement information and other reievant facts to ensure that the 
maximum number of M-44's allowed is not exceeded. 


The Wyoming Department of Agriculture coordinates with USDA/APHIS/“OC in any area in which 
more than one agency is involved. 











The M-44 device shall not be placed within 200 feet of any lake, stream, or other body of water, 
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17. 


provided that natural depression areas which catch and hold raintall only for short periods of 
time shall not be considered “bodies of water for purposes of this restriction. 


Two hundred feet is not very far. if a suitable location can be found near a waterhole, one can also 
be found two hundred feet away. 


The M-44 device shail not be placed in areas where food crops are planted. 


Food crops are grains, sugar beets, pinto and great northern beans, and other crops which are 
planted for human corcumption. The key words here are “planted” and “human consumption.” Do 
not use M-44's in a ‘neat field unless the field has been harvested. They are allowable for use in a 
hay fietd. 


The M-44 device shail be placed at least at a 50-foot distance or at such a greater distance from 
any public roed or pathway as may be necessary to remove Rh from the sight of persons and 
domestic animais using any such public road or pathway. 


Pertaining to this restriction, a public road or pathway in Wyoming is defined as any road which is 
fenced on both sides or dedicated to, or maintained by a government agency. A pickup trail across 
private land is not a public road or pathway. Common sense must prevail; do not place M-44's where 
the public can see them. 


The maximum density of M-44's placed in ary 100-acre pastureland areas shall not exceed ten 
(10); and the density in any one (1) square mile of open range shall not exceed twelve (12). 


in some instances, this will require coordination and cooperative efforts between neighbors. One weil 
placed M-44 will take coyotes and will be more successful than numerous poorly set devices. 


No M-44 device shall be placed within 30 feet of a livestock carcass used as a draw station. 
No more than four M-44 devices shail be placed per draw station, and no more than five draw 


stations shail be operated per square mile. 


Coyotes range over a large area and draw stations property placed will, in many cases, be effective. 
if the coyote is attracted to the draw station he will find tt M-44. if the maximum number of five 
draw stations is used then only two M-44's for three of the stations is allowed, and the two remaining 
stations will only be allowed three M-44's. (Refer back to EPA Use Restriction #15, maximum density 


per square mile = 12.) 


Supervisors of applicators shall check the records, warning signs, and M-44 devices of each 
applicator at least once a year to verify that all applicable laws, regulations, and restrictions are 
being strictly followed. 











Each applicator is required to submit their records once a month. inspections by the Wyoming 
Department of Agriculture will ensure that applicators conform to ail federal, state, and local laws and 


regulations. 


Each M-44 device shall be inapected by the applicator at least once every week, weather 
permitting access, to check for inter*-=nce or unusual conditions and shall be serviced as 


required. 








if no access is able to be gained to a device for inspection, (Le., device is buried under a snow drift), 
make this notation on the monthly M-44 report. 
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19. 


Damaged or nonfunctional M-44 devices shall be removed from the field. 


indicate on the monthly M-44 report form the number of damaged, nonfunctional, or missing devices, 
$O an inventory can be maintained. 


A M-44 device shail be removed from an area if, after 30 days, there is no sign that a target 
predator has visited the site. 


if the problem has been solved, or if the target predator has not visited the site, the device shail be 
removed as required. 


All persons authorized to possess and use sodium cyanide capsules and M-44 devices shall 
store such capsules and devices under lock and key. 


PLEASE BE CAREFUL! Cyanide can, in the right circumstances, kill almost any animal. It is also 
required to placard the locked box with Danger - Poison signs. Be sure to store the capsules under 
lock and key. 


Used nodium cyanide capsules shall be disposed of by deep burial, or at a proper landfill site. 


Bury empty capsules in an isolated area two or three feet deep. Caked or faulty capsules should aso 
be buried in an isolated area. Bury each capsuls as soon as possible; do ot collect them for ‘atar 


disposal. 


Bilingual waming signs in English and Spanish shall be used in all areas containing M-44 
devices. All such signs shall be removed when M-44 devices are removed. 


a. Maintain entrances or commonly used access points to area in which M-44 devices are 
set shall be posted with waming signs to alert the public to the toxic nature of the cyanide 
and to the danger to pets. Signs shall be inspected weekly to ensure thelr continued 
presence and ensure that they are conspicuous and legible. 


b. An elevated sign waming persons not to handle the device shall be placed within 25 feet 
of each individual M-44 device. 


Each shipment of capsules will contain some signs; additional signs can be purchased from the 
Wyoming Department of Agriculture. The public is usually informed about M-44 devices and the 
dangers of sodium cyanide, so the use of signs is the best way to prevent accidents. 


Each authorized or licensed applicator shall carry an antidote kit when placing and/or 
inspecting M-44 devices. The kit shall contain at least six pearis of amyl nitrite and instructions 
on thelr use. Each authorized or licensed applicator shail also carry on his persc.: instructions 
for obtaining medical assistance in the event of accidental exposure to sodium cyanide. 


At least one antidote kit containing six pearis of amyl nitrite is required to be purchased by the 
applicator when the firs: box of sodium cyanide capsules is ordered. The applicator must carry the 
kit on their person at all times while placing or inspecting M-44's. if an accidental discharge should 
occur while setting or inspecting the devices, it will be more convenient for the applicator to have the 
antidote kit in their pocket, if needed. Keep in mind that the amy/ nitrite carries a labeled expiration 
date, and should be replaced prior to the expiration date on each kit. 
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25. in areas where the use of the M-44 device is anticipated, local medical people shall be notified 
of the intended use. The notification may be through a poison contro/l ce ter, local medical 
society, the Public Health Service, or directly to a doctor or hospital. They shall be advised of 
the antidotal and first-aid measures required for the treatment of cyan’ poisoning. it shail be 
the responsibility of the supervisor to perform this function. 


The Wyoming Department of Agriculture has contacted the appropriate agencies /facilities. However, 
M-44 applicators should also contact their local medical facilities/services and provide the necessary 
first aid information to their local physicians as a means of assuring that appropriate first aid measures 
are available. 


28. Each authorized M-44 applicator shall keep records dealing with the placement of the device 
and the results of each placement. Such records shail include, but need not be limited to: 

The number of devices placed. 

The location of each device placed. 

The date of each placement, as well as the date of each inspection. 


The number and location of devices which have been discharged and the apparent reason 
for each discharge. 

e. Species of animals taken. 

f. Ali accidents or injuries to humans or domestic animais. 


These records are required to be kept. Ali of the above items are reported on the monthly M-44 
report form. The monthly M-44 report form is self-carboning paper. The original set is sent to the 
Wyoming Departmet of Agriculture, while the applicator retains the copy. 


REGISTRATION OF THE M-44 DEVICE AND SODIUM CYANIDE CAPSULES IS DEPENDENT UPON ALL 
26 RESTRICTIONS BEING FOLLOWED BY ALL PRIVATE AND COMMERCIAL M-44 APPLICATORS. 
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